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PROGRAMS OFFERED BY
SOLEX COLLEGE
WHEELING, IL

CAR
Enroll Retention & Placement (%)
L.nron;
CREDENTIAL Full- 2015 2014
EARNED (As APPROVED Semester time/
defined by the ACICS PROGRAM Contact Credit Part-
institution) CREDENTIAL | TITLE Hrs. Hrs. time Ret. Pla. Ret. Pla.
Cerificate Cerificate Intensive English 648 315 30040 76 N/A 79 N/A
Program™® - + #
Associale’s Occupational Accounting** 1076 60 0 3 N/A 78 N/A
Associale’s
Centificate Centificate Compulterized 364 30 0 100 N/A 100 N/A
Accounting and
Bookkceping**
Associale’s Occupational Physical Therapist 1847 73 21113 83 89 75 71
Associale’s Asggistan( -k
Cerificate Cerificate Medical 720 RE: 0 78 63 76 60
Assistan(**
Ccrificate Ccrificate Basic Nursing 120 3 0 69 i 96 79
Assistan(**
Cerificate Cerificate Information 323 30 0 100) 73 100) N/A
Technology
Carcer**
Associale’s Occupational c-Busingss 1047 63 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Associale’s Management**
TOTAL ENROLLMENT 336
CAMPLUS RETENTION % 89 CAMPUS PLACEMENT % 83

*The intensive English and phyvsical therapist assistant programs are the only programs for which the college
currently has cnrollment and 1s minning.

**The college has put these programs on hiatus as it cvaluates their effectivencss and decides whether to keep
them or change them. The campus has taught out the certificate program in basic nursing assistant.

***Program not reviewed because of specialized acereditation. The physical therapist assistant program has
specialized accriditation with the Commission on Accreditation in Physical Therapy Bducation (CAPTE).
which expires in 2019,

+ The physical therapist assistant program is taught 100 percent at the Wabash lcarning site.

t t The intensive English program is taught at the main campus and lcarning site locations.

#This is bascd on the basic certificate. There are 73,5 credits available as program clectives across the

program,
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(d) A statement of legal control which includes the names of trustees, directors, and officers of the
corporation,

X Yes [ ]No

(e) A statement of accreditation

X Yes [ ]No [ ] Not Applicable (initial applicant)

(f) A mission statement.

X Yes [ ]No

(g) A listing of full-time faculty members which lists all qualifying credentials held along with the
awarding institution and the area of teaching specialization.

[ ]Yes [ INo X Not Applicable

(h) An academic calendar.

X Yes [ ]No

(1) A full disclosure of the admission requirements.

[ ]Yes X No

(j) A statement for each curriculum offered that includes a statement of objective or purpose; an accurate
and complete listing of all courses in the curriculum with a unique identifying number and title, the
credit or clock hours awarded; the total credit or clock hours required to complete the curriculum; any
necessary requirements for certification, licensing, or registration needed to work in the ticld: and any
additional requirements that must be met to complete the curnculum.

[]Yes X No

(k) A description of each course offered that includes the identifying number, title, credit or clock hours
awarded, a concise description of the course contents, and any necessary prerequisites.

X Yes [ ]No

(1) Anexplanation of the grading system that 1s consistent with the one that appears on the student
transcript.

X Yes [ INo

(m)A definition of the unit of credit

DX Yes [ ]No [ ] Not Applicable (The campus does not award credit.)

(n) A complete explanation of the standards of satisfactory academic progress.

[ ]Yes X No

(0) A description of the certificates, diplomas, and/or degrees awarded along with a statement of the
requirements necessary for completion of each.

X Yes [ ]No

(p) The transter of credit policy.

X Yes [ ]No

(q) A statement of the tuition, fees, and any other charges.

[] Yes X No

(r) A complete and accurate listing of all scholarships, grants, and/or loans offered.

[ ]Yes [ INo X] Not Applicable (no scholarships. grants, or loans offered)

(s) The refund policy.

X Yes [ ]No

() A statement describing the student services offered.

X Yes [ ]No

(u) A student grievance policy that includes the name and address of ACICS (may be in the student
handbook nstead of catalog).

X Yes [ INo [ ] Not Applicable (initial applicants only)
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SUMMARY

Based on the team's review, the following areas require an explanatory response:

Number | Section Summary Statement
1]3-1-111 The CEP does not meet Council requirements (pages S and 0).
2 | 3-1-303(a) Adequate records are not kept by the institution relative to financial

administrative operations (page 8).

The placement rates reported in the CAR could not be venfied in some
programs (page 23).

3 | 3-1-303(e) The transcript for the intensive English program does not 1dentify the
credential carned (page 9).

4 | 3-1-410 There 1s no evidence that third party contractors are supervised and maintain
familiarity with the institution (page 10).

5| 3-1-421, 3-1-701, The SAP policy does not include all components as required by Appendix D
and Appendices C | (pages 14 and 29).
and D

6| 3-1-423 The institution does not encourage or assist students who are experiencing

difficulty in progressing satisfactorily in their programs (page 16).

7 | 3-1-432, 3-1-701, All charges are not consistent for similarly circumstanced students enrolling
and Appendix C at the same time and in the same programs (pages 16, 17, and 29).
8 | 3-1-434(c) There 1s no evidence of professional awareness on the part of the financial

atd administrator (page 19).

9 | 3-1-441(c) Follow-up studies on graduate and employer satisfaction are not conducted at
specific measuring points following placement of the graduates (page 26).

10 | 3-1-513(a) and The course syllabt do not include prerequisite courses or the last date of
Glossary review (page 34).

11 | 3-1-513(a), 3-1-701, | The curriculum 1s not being followed as published in the catalog (pages 29
and Appendices C | and 33).

&F
12 | 3-1-521 The institution does not confer the credential as approved by ACICS (pages
20 and 36).
13 | 3-1-542 Ofticial transcripts for qualifying credentials are not on file for all instructors

(pages 24 and 25).
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14 | 3-1-543 and The faculty development plans does not include appropriate in-service
Glossary activities to enhance faculty expertise (page 25).
15| 3-1-701 and The catalog does not meet Council standards in a number of areas (page 29).
Appendix C
16 | 3-2-104(c) Some faculty members have not documented competency to teach in the
intensive English program (pages 35 and 36).
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5. The campus does not encourage or assist students who are experiencing difficulty in
progressing satistactorily in their programs (Scction 3-1-423)

6. Inadequate records are being kept relative to administrative operations as evidenced by
charges that are not consistent for stmilarly circumstanced students enrolling at the same
time and in the same programs consistent with statements in the catalog (Section 3-1-
303(a), 3-1-432, 3-1-701 and Appendix C).

7. There is no evidence of professional knowledge on the part of the financial aid
administrator (Scction 3-1-434(c)).

8. Follow-up studies on graduate and emplover satisfaction are not conducted at specific
measuring points following placement of the graduates (Section 3-1-441(c)).

9 Official transcripts for qualifying credentials are not on file for all instructors (Section 3-
1-542),
10 The faculty development plans do not include appropnate in-service activitics to enhance

faculty expertisc (Section 3-1-543 and Glossary).

11, A number of faculty members, as confirmed by the institution, have not documented
competency to teach in the Intensive English Program (Section 3-2-104(c)).

12. As detailed 1n a 2015 Office of the Inspector General (OIG) report, there are serious
concerns about whether the institution has the administrative capability and knowledge to
comply with student financial aid regulations (Section 3-1-434).

Council Action

Duc to the significant nature of the findings discovered during the institution’s on-site evaluation
visits, concerns raisced by third-party adverse information received by the Council. and the
inability of the institution to provide evidence to resolve these concerns and findings, the Council
directed the institution to show-cause why its application for renewal of accreditation should not
be denied or otherwise conditioned during the December 2016 review cycle. The institution 1s
required to review and follow the Council hearing procedures as detailed in Section 2-3-500 of
the Accreditation Criferia and the “Schedule of Fees” listing on the ACICS website. The
institution must provide the appropriate notification and fee within ten days of receipt of this
notice.
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In response to the directive, the institution must submit the following information by November
1,2016:

A revised CEP with evidence that the campus has collected appropriate data to support
graduate and employer satisfaction. The campus must describe the methodologies used to
collect data; provide a rationale for using cach type of data along with a summary and
analysis of the data collected: and an explanation of how the data have been used to
improve the educational processes at the campus. The surveys used to evaluate graduate
and employer satisfaction must be dated to reflect the evaluation period and must clearly
identify the responder. The analysis of these surveys should include the number of
surveys sent and the number returned. This information must be included for cach group
of graduates and employers surveyed. In addition, the campus must provide a description
explaining how the outcomes addressed in the CEP at both the program and course levels
cvaluate that learning has occurred. The institution must also include a program
improvement plan for the Information Technology Career program.

A revised 2015 CAR that reclassifies the graduates

as not placed in field and include back-up
documentation to substantiate the reclassification. Furthermore, in order to determine
whether the campus is accurately classifying its students as placed according to the
ACICS definition of placement, the campus must complete the Placement Verification
Program spreadshect for the months of January 2016 June 2016 and submit the
information to the Council by September 15, 2016 The spreadsheet must include cvery
student who was placed during those months,

Evidence that the [EP program is administered as approved by the Council, which
includes issuing an academic credential for the completion of the program. Altematively,
the institution may submit non-credit, short-term applications to reflect program levels as
administered. Documentation must include course syllabi, current course schedule,
transcripts indicating the graduation date, and a copy of the certificate awarded for all
IEP graduates for the period January 1, 2016 October 15, 2016 The Council notes, that
if the IEP program remains as an approved program by the Council (as opposed to a
series of non-credit, short-term applications), then there may be concerns as to how the
institution meets the eligibility requirements, pursuant to Scction 1-2-100(a) in the
Accreditation Criteria. In that case, the institution would not enroll “a majority of its
students in one or more programs, the content of which 1s on a postsecondary academic
level and which leads to a postsecondary academic credential (such as a certificate,
diploma, or degree) or an occupational objective.”
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6.

Evidence that the institution systematically and effectively monitors the recruitment
activities of its third-party agents to ensurc that accurate and current information 18
communicated to prospective students. The institution must also provide documentation
to support the monitoring, evaluating, training, and supervising of all activity conducted
by its referral agents. If a referral agent has not received appropriate training, then the
institution must provide evidence that the campus has formally terminated their services.
In addition, the institution must provide a list of all active referral agents and the current
contract the institution has with this agency.

Evidence that the institution has developed and implemented a policy to provide
counseling to its students. Documentation must include, but 1s not limited to, a formalized
plan of the counseling process, counseling forms that are signed by both student and a
representative of the institution, and completed tutoning forms that are signed by the
student and the faculty member and that includes the areas covered during tutoring. In
addition, the campus must provide evidence that students have the ability to avail
themselves of academic counseling services at a reasonable time and cost. Furthermore,
the campus must provide a copy of the tutoning contracts for the “for-pay” tutors.

Evidence that the individual who was hired to oversee the student financial aid
processing and records 1s qualified. Documentation must include a signed job description,
a resume, an ACICS Data Sheet, and copies of otticial transcripts for all carned training
certificates or credentials. In addition, the institution must provide a revised catalog that
includes a detailed description, application process, and qualification for the tuition and
fee waiver provided to students. The campus must also provide a list of all students who
were granted a tuition and fee waiver between January 1, 2016 October 15, 2016, along
with a ledger card and the fee waiver documents signed by the student and administrator
for each enrollment. In addition, the institution must also provide a list of all students
from that same time period who were denied the waiver of tuition and/or fees and an
explanation of how this denial fit within the policy.

Evidence that there is professional training and experience on the part of the financial aid
administrator. Documentation must include evidence that Ms. Anahi Huerta attended the
2017-2018 FAFSA Update Training that was held on Junc 28, 2016, along with evidence
of any other trainings completed by this individual pnior to October 15, 2016

Evidence that follow-up studies on graduate and employer satisfaction are conducted at
specific measuning points following placement of the graduates. The campus must
provide follow-up studies on all employer and graduate satisfaction for the penod
January 1, 2016 — October 15, 2016. Furthermore, the institution must provide a
summary and analysis of both the graduate and the employer surveys. This summary and
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analysis may be included within the revised Campus Effectiveness Plan (CEP) also
required to be submitted by the campus.

Evidence that the institution maintains official transcripts for all current faculty members.
The institution must provide a class schedule for the current term listing the instructor
assigned for cach course; and for cach instructor listed, the institution must provide
copies of official transcripts for all qualitfying credentials and for those credentials listed
in the catalog. The institution must also provide evidence of the notice of resignation for

A current faculty development plan for each instructor along with documentation that all
in-service activities listed on the plans to be completed prior to October 15, 2016, have
been completed. The in-service training should focus on subject matter content,
curriculum concepts, new theories, and instructional techniques. In-service trainings must
be available to all faculty members, and the institution needs to ensure that the
information presented in these trainings 1s being provided to any faculty who could not
attend an in-service training. In addition, the campus must provide the annual in-service
schedule for 2016 and 2017, along with evidence of attendance by the faculty, a copy of
the in-service training matenals, and meeting minutes.

Evidence that the campus has qualified faculty members to teach each course in the
Intensive English Program (1EP) Documentation must include a class schedule for the
current term listing cach faculty member in the IEP program and an employment letter,
job description, ACICS Data Sheet, resume, and copies of training certificates and
official transcripts for each one of the faculty members listed on the schedule. In addition,
the campus must provide a detailed explanation for how it was possible that the campus
employed such a high percentage of unqualified faculty members in the IEP program.
Upon completion of this review, the campus then must provide a detailed plan for how it
will ensure that there will be a qualified faculty member to teach each course and that the
campus will have a sufficient number of qualified faculty members to teach the courses
assigned. Finally. the campus must provide evidence that this plan has been
systematically and effectively implemented and that all individuals responsible for hiring
faculty understand the plan and have been trained according to the new campus policies
on hinng faculty members.

Evidence that the findings detailed in the referenced OIG report have been resolved. The
institution must provide an explanation of the changes made to the administration of
financial aid as a result of the findings and provide evidence that these changes have been
fully implemented at the institution. The institution must also provide all communication
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hired July 2016 has no professional development plan, no

transcript for a master’s degree in linguistics with TESL endorsement;

. H hired May 2016 has no professional development
plan, job description, and the catalog states that she holds a master’s degree in
TESL while the transcrnpt states master’s degree in linguistics;

. F— hired January 2015 is missing a transcript for a

achelor’s degree 1n secondary education/TESL, professional development plan
has no professional growth activities, and no job description;

— hired August 2016 has no in-service on her professional

development plan and no job description;

hired July 2016 has not professional development plan, no

job description, or transcript for a master’s degree in TESL;

hired October 2015 has a foreign transcript evaluation for a

bachelor’s degree 1n linguistics, but does not have an official transcnpt, a job

description, or performance evaluation;

. q hired December has not specific professional growth
activities on her professional development plan, no performance evaluation, and

no job description,

m hired September 13, 2016 has no transcript for a
achelor’s degree 1n TESL, professional development plan, or job description;
I a5 no in-service activities on her professional development

plan and no annual performance evaluation;

m - hired October 2014, had no in-service activities on her

protessional development plan and no annual performance evaluation;

— has no professional development plan and no annual

performance evaluation;

. _ has no annual performance evaluation, or
professional development plan. The master’s degree in linguistics has a transcnpt
evaluation but does not include an official transcnpt;

bas not professional development plan or annual
performance evaluation;

— no faculty development plan, no performance evaluation, and
no transcript for master’s degree in in TESL;

I o professional development plan nor any performance
evaluation;

— faculty development plan has no professional growth activities an
no pertormance evaluation; and

I - o professional development plan.

A binder was provided that includes multiple in-service activities and sign-in sheets for
the year, but these are not currently listed on the instructors’ development plans.
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SUMMARY

Based on the team’s review, the following areas require an explanatory response:

Number Section Summary Statement

N 3-1-111 The Campug F.f't'ec_tiveness Plan (CEP) does not
meet Council requirements (page 6).

Most faculty files reviewed are missing required

2 3-1-303(a) documentation (pages 11 and 12),
There 1s no evidence that third party contractors are
3 3-1-412(a) supervised and maintain familiarity with the
campus (page 9).
4 3-1-701 and The most recent published SOLEX College catalog

Appendix C does not meet Council requirements (page 13).
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qualifying credentials were not on file for all instructors and the faculty development
plans did not include appropriate in-service activitics to enhance faculty expertise. In
responsc to the finding, the campus submitted copies of transcripts, faculty development
plans, and some documentation of professional development. However, this did not meet
Council standards because the hundreds of pages of documentation were disorganized,
with several documents unsigned, and some documentation still missing or not current.

There is no cvidence that all faculty members arce qualified to teach in the Intensive
English program (Scction 3-2-104(c)). In responsc to the finding, the institution
submitted a narrative identifying a new process that has been implemented to ensure
proper record keeping of faculty files. However, as previously noted, the documents
submitted were disorganized. some documents were missing, and others were unrcadable
due to poor print quality.

Serious concerns remain about whether the institution has the administrative capability
and knowledge to comply with student tfinancial aid regulations due to findings outlined
in the 2015 Office of the Inspector General (O1G) Report (Section 3-1-434) In responsc
to the finding, the imnstitution submitted a narrative of the timeline of events leading up to
the OIG report and their intent to submit an appeal to the findings in the report. However
this did not meet Council standards as the matter has not been resolved. Further, there is
no cvidence of the institution’s appeal .

In its Final Audit Report for the 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 award years, dated September
30, 2016, the Chicago/Denver School Participation Diviston (SPD) of the U S,
Department of Education, Office of Federal Student Aid, found that the institution 1s
liable for $3,750.877 18 for awards paid for the 2010-2011 award year to the present,
after serious concerns with the IEP and AES programs arosc from the initial audit period
(funds disbursed to 732 ineligible students in these two programs).

Additionally, 1n a letter to the institution dated October 21, 2016, the SPD also
determined that the institution had failed to meet the standards of financial responsibility,
with & composite score of | 4 (out of 3 0) as stipulated in 34 C F R §668 172 Financial
Ratios. Hence, the institution, under the Zone Alternative, was directed to either use the
Heightened Cash Monitoring (HCM) method of payment or, alternatively, the institution
was to provide an irrevocable letter of credit no later than January 9, 2018, in order to
continue to maintain its eligibility to participate in Title IV programs as a financially
responsible institution. As a result, the Council has concerns as to whether the institution
can maintain financial viability to remain operational.
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Council Action

Due to the continued concerns and the significant number of findings, as well as the lack of clear
evidence provided to resolve these concerns and findings, the Council directs the institution to
continue to show-cause why its application for renewal of accreditation should not be dented or
otherwise conditioned dunng the April 2017 review cycle. The institution must provide the
appropriate notification and fee for an in-wnting hearing within ten days of receipt of this
notice. Failure to do so will be considered a deviation from the directives of ACICS and resultina
withdrawal by suspension action in accordance with Section 2-3-402 of the Accreditation Criteria.

In responsc to the directive, the institution must submit the following information by
March 1, 2017;

I A revised 2016 Campus Accountability Report (CAR) that includes all back-up
documentation to support the reported placement rates, including cvidence that the
appropriate fee has been paid and a final CAR summary received. Furthermore, as
required by ACICS, the campus must submit the Placement Verification Program (PVP)
spreadsheet for the months of January 2016 June 2016 and for all subsequent months
through February 2017 The spreadsheet must include every student who was placed
during those months. For those months with no placements, such an indication must be
submitted.

2 Evidence that the institution maintains appropriate documentation of the qualifications
and professional development of 1ts faculty. The institution must provide this
documentation in the following format: one electronic folder that holds an institutional
catalog and a current teaching schedule, along with individual clectronic folders for cach
faculty member. Within cach faculty folder. there must be: an audit checklist of all items
contained; a copy of signed ACICS data sheet; a signed position description; copies of
official transcripts that qualify the faculty member or for credentials that are listed in the
catalog: relevant certifications or licensure: a current faculty development plan for the
instructor along with documentation of all professional development and in-service
activities listed on the plans completed prior to February 15, 2017.

3 Evidence that the campus has qualified faculty members to teach each course in the
Intensive English Program (1EP) Documentation must be included in the files noted
above, specifically labeling those teaching in the [EP program.

4 Evidence that the findings detailed in the referenced Ol1G report have been resolved The
institution must provide a detailed explanation of the changes made to the administration
of financial aid as a result of the findings and provide evidence that these changes have
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The institution’s mid-year 2017 CAR and narrative responsce indicate that the Physical
Therapy Assistant program has one remaining student and the Medical Assistant program
has 31 students who will complete or graduate before June 2017, with no new enrollees
in cither program. The Intensive English Program (IEP). which does not lead to a
postsccondary academic credential or occupational objective, has over two hundred
students.

Inadequate records are being kept to evidence faculty qualifications (Sections 3-1-303(a),
3-1-541, and 3-1-542). Official transcripts for qualitying credentials were not on file for
five of the twenty-five instructors currently on the teaching schedule and one foreign
transcript was not evaluated for US equivalency. The campus submitted 30 faculty files,
of which 25 were for instructors listed on the teaching schedule The files included copics
of transcripts, the faculty checklists, data sheets, position descriptions. evaluations, and
faculty development plans. However, of the twenty-five files, five contained transcripts
that were issued to the student, and therefore not official; and the foreign transcript for
one instructor had not been evaluated for equivalency.

Finalized documentation of settlement with the United States Department of Education
(DOE) was not available in response to the Council’s concerns regarding the institution’s
financial sustainability. Inits Final Audit Report for the 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 award
years, dated September 30, 2016, the Chicago/Denver School Participation Division
(SPD) of the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Federal Student Aid, found that the
institution was liable for $3,750,877.18 for awards paid for the 2010-2011 award vear to
the present, after serious concerns with the IEP and AES programs arose from the initial
audit peniod. The campus submitted a scttlement proposal and e-mail of acceptance from
the DOE regarding the request to settle. However, no official documentation of agreed
upon terms of the settlement were presented.

Council Action

Due to the ongoing concerns and lack of sufficient documentation to evidence compliance, the
Council directs the institution to continue to show-cause why its application for renewal of
accreditation should not be denied or otherwise conditioned dunng the August 2017 review
cycle. Accordingly, the institution’s grant of accreditation, which was originally set to expire on
December 31, 2016, and was extended through the April 2017 meeting, 1s now extended through
September 52017,

The institution must provide the appropriate notification and fee for an in-writing hearing within
ten davs of receipt of this notice. Failure to do so may result in a withdrawal by suspension action

in accordance with Section 2-3-402 of the Accreditation Criteria
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In response to the directive, the institution must submit the following information by

July 7,

1.

Ll

2017:

Evidence that the institution enrolls a majonty of its students in programs which lead to a
postsecondary academic credential or occupational objective. Documentation must
include the submission of an unofficial 2017 CAR, for the period of July 1, 2016, through
June 30, 2017, along with the back-up documentation to support any retention waivers
and new student enrollments for the Apnl 1, 2017, — June 30, 2017, cohorts. The
institution must also provide detailed enrollment plans and projections for all active
programs for the period of June 2017 — December 2017.

Evidence that the institution maintains appropriate documentation of the qualifications of
its faculty. The institution must provide this documentation in the following format: one

electronic folder that holds an institutional catalog and a current teaching schedule, along
with individual electronic folders for each of the following faculty members:

Within each faculty folder, there must be: an audit
checklist of all items contained; a signed ACICS data sheet; a signed position description;
copies of official transcripts and evaluations of transcripts for foreign credentials (JJjjijj

I 2t qualify the faculty member and for credentials that are listed in the

catalog; and relevant certifications or licensure.

Evidence that the findings detailed in the referenced SPD audit report concerning the
institution’s Title [V lability have been officially resolved and a final settlement reached.
The 1nstitution must provide copies of all communication to and from the SPD and the
Department of Education, to include the finalized settlement.

The institution must submit all components of its response via upload to the citation documents
section of the preexisting online show-cause application by the date indicated above.

Please contact Ms. Karly Zeigler at kzeigler(@acics.org or {(202) 336-6846 if you have any
questions.

Sincerely

Roger J. Williams
Interim President
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c

Ms. Cathy Shefticld, Accreditation and State Liaison, U S Department of Education
(aslrecordsmanager{ed.gov)

Mr. Douglas Parrott, U.S. Department of Education, Chicago/Denver School
Participation Team - Regions V & VIII (douglas parrottiiced . gov)

Dr. Daniel Cullen, Illinois Board of Higher Education (cullen{@ibhe.org)

Mr. Louis Farrell, Department of Homeland Security (louts farrellzddhs gov)

Ms. Sandra Wisc, The Commission on Accreditation in Physical Therapy Education
(sandrawisec/Zapta.org)
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As a result of its review, the Council found the following based on the Accreditation Critericr

. The institution no longer meets ACICS minimum eligibility requirements (Section 1-2-
100(a)(d)) The Council found that the institution docs not primarily offer “programs
designed to educate students for professional, technical, or occupational careers 7 In its
response, the institution indicated that the final student in the physical therapy assistant
cohort had graduated, all students in the medical assistant program will soon complete or
graduate, and enrollment in cither program will not be reinitiated until the show-cause
directive 1s cleared. However, the Intensive English Program (1EP) will continue to be
offered. With students enrolled only in the IEP program, the institution does not enroll “a
majority of its students in one or more programs, the content of whichis ona
postsccondary academic level and which leads to a postsecondary academic credential or
an occupational objective” as stipulated by the Accreditation Criteria.

Council Action

Because no evidence has been provided that there is enrollment in any career-related program,
the campus 1s not eligible for accreditation by ACICS. Therefore, the Council acted to deny the
institution’s application for a renewal of accreditation.

The institution has the right to appeal this decision to the Review Board of Appeals. The Council
must be notified within ten (10) business days of receipt of this notice if the institution desires to
appeal this decision to the Review Board The appeal notification must include payment of
$10.000.00 The Council’s decision is final if the appeal notice and appropriate fee are not
provided within ten business days of your receipt of this notice. If the institution elects to appeal
this action to the Review Board and remits the appropriate fee by the established deadline, then
morc detailed appeal procedures and information will be forwarded to the institution.

If the institution elects not to appeal this action, the institution must submit any comments
regarding this decision to the Council office within two weeks of the date of this letter. Should
the institution choose to submit any comments. these comments will be included in the summary
detailing the reasons for the Council’s decision that will be made available to the U S Sccretary
of Education, the appropriate State licensing or authorizing agency, and the public through
WWW.acIcs.org.

Current Grant Expired December 31, 2016
The institution 1s advised that its grant of accreditation expired on December 31, 2016. Though,

should the institution clect to appeal the decision and remit the appropriate fee by the established
dcadline, the grant of accreditation will be extended through September 5. 2017
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2. Recertification Status with the U.S. Department of Education (USDOE):

CEC’s ten main campuses accredited by ACICS applied for approval of continued
participation in Title [V programs (recertification) before the September 30,
2016, deadline. Since that time, two main campuses have completed teach-outs,
leaving eight remaining campuses. CEC will not seek other accreditation for their
ACICS-accredited campuses, as the teach out of these campus is expected to be
completed prior to the June 12, 2018 expiration of the provisional participation
agreements issued by the USDOE to ACICS-accredited institutions.

Federal Trade Commission Investigation (FTC):

CEC reported that there have been no meetings or discussions with the FTC
since their last update provided to ACICS in December 2016. The only contact
has been by CEC’s outside counsel whose conversations have been limited to the
scope, timing and order of providing the information requested.

August 2017 Status:
The institution provided updates regarding the following on-going adverse
information; however, there have been no substantial updates:

1.

The Multi-State Attorney General Investigation:

CEC provided its most recent public update on this investigation by submitting a
portion of the Securities and Exchange Commission’s “Form 10Q" for the quarter
ending on March 31, 2017, that was filed with the Securities and Exchange
Commission on May 3, 2017. There was no substantial updated information
included

Recertification Status with the U.S. Department of Education (USDOE):
CEC’s ten main campuses accredited by ACICS applied for approval of continued
participation in Title [V programs (recertification) before the September 30,
2016, deadline. Since that time, four main campuses have completed teach-outs,
leaving six remaining campuses. CEC will not seek other accreditation for their
ACICS-accredited campuses, as the teach out of these campus is expected to be
completed prior to the June 12, 2018 expiration of the provisional participation
agreements issued by the USDOE to ACICS-accredited institutions.

Federal Trade Commission Investigation (FTC):
CEC reported that there have heen no meetings or discussions with the FTC
since their last substantial update provided to ACICS in December 2016.

December 2017 Status:

CEC provided a report regarding the following on-going adverse information;
however, there have been no substantial updates. It is noted that the corporation has
successful closed all its Le Cordon Bleu campuses and is finishing up the teach-out of
the Sanford Brown brand.

1.

The Multi-State Attorney General Investigation:



CEC provided its most recent public update on this investigation by submitting a
portion of the Securities and Exchange Commission’s “Form 10Q" for the quarter
ending on September 30, 2017, that was filed with the Securities and Exchange
Commission on November 2, 2017. There was no substantial information, apart
from what has been previously provided, included in its report.

2. Recertification Status with the U.S. Department of Education (USDOCE):
Only one main campus remains to complete its teach-out, which is anticipated to
be concluded no later than June 12, 2018. All other ACICS-accredited institutions
owned by CEC have closed.

3. Federal Trade Commission Investigation (FTC):
CEC reported that there have been no meetings or discussions with the FTC
since their last substantial update provided to ACICS in December 2016.

American National University {(formerly known as National College) -
Kentucky Attorney General’s Office

Summary of Issues:
The Kentucky Attorney General's launched an investigation into Daymar Colleges in

that state, citing misrepresentation, admission of students not meeting requirement,
falsification of grades etc. They also launched an investigation into National

College, citing misrepresentation of placement rates based on a calculation that
National was using on their website. (2012)

December 2016 Status:

According to the update provided by American National University, discovery
disputes have slowed the process with both parties filing motions to compel. There
was an original trial date set for October 10 - 17, 2016 but that had to be
rescheduled as a result of the August 25, 2016 hearing during which the Court
extended the discovery process. A status conference has been set for January 18,
2017 at which time the Court will evaluate the progress made to determine the need
for continued discovery or to set a trial date. Finally, the Judge who considered the
case on August 25 has since announced his retirement and a new judge has not yet
been appointed.

April 2017 Statys:

According to the update provided by American National University, the case is still
in the discovery phase. The institution reported that at the January 18, 2017 status
conference, additional discovery issues were discussed and an additional status
conference was scheduled for May 31, 2017. A new judge was appointed to fill the
vacancy which will be created by the August 2017 retirement of the current judge
hearing the case. The necessity for the new judge to update themselves on the
litigation will possibly delay the proceedings. The institution anticipates the trial
date to be set in early to mid-2018.



August 2017 Status:
According to the update provided by American National University, the case is still

in the discovery phase of the litigation and an extended deadline for discovery is not
September 1, 2017. The parties are negotiating scheduling of additional depositions
but the institution anticipates that there will be no further extensions of the
discovery deadline; the trial is currently set for January 8, 2018. A hearing was held
on July 19, 2017 to consider several pre-trial motions. One motion was granted with
the effect of limiting damages and three others are pending the court’s decision.

December 2017 Status:

According to the update provided by American National University, the case is
scheduled for trial from January 8, 2018 - January 19, 2018. The institution noted
that the Court has determined that the AG is not entitled to a jury trial in the matter
so that it would be only be heard by the judge. Several additional motions are
pending, including partial summary judgment which, if granted, would further alter
the shape of the litigation at trial.

Conclusion: ARIG will continue to monitor the ANU case, requiring an immediate
response following the trial, as soon as it becomes available.

Harris College of Business/Premiere Education Group - NY Times, Linwood, NJ

Summary of [ssue:
News media reports from February 2014 described litigation filed against Harris

College of Business by former employees contending that school officials “routinely
misled students about their career prospects, and falsified records to enrcll them
and keep them enrolled.” The complaint is an amended version of a qui tam / False
Claims Act lawsuit brought by the same individuals in 2011 but undisclosed
publically. After formal investigations, both Federal and State prosecutors declined
to prosecute the allegations under federal and state whistle blower statutes. The
individuals then decided to pursue litigation through civil action, which prompted
the public disclosure and coverage by the news media. (2014)

April 2016 Status:
Harris School of Business continues to contest the appeal of the former favorable

court decision by the state of New Jersey. One of the key issues will be argued in
front of the New Jersey Supreme Court in April. The institution noted that the state
Department of Justice had declined to intervene in the matter after reviewing the
allegations and numerous documents.

December 2016 Status:
A response from the institution’s legal counsel outlined the current status of the
case before the Courts.

April 2017 Status:



The institution’s response indicated that on February 11, 2017, the parties
submitted supplemental briefs to the court, but no further action has been taken in
the case by either party or the court.

August 2017 Status:

The institution has not received any communication or deadlines from the court and
is awaiting the court’s decision regarding the supplemental briefings referenced in
previous updates.

December 2017 Status:
No follow up information has been received from the institution.

Conclusion: ARIG will continue to monitor the Harris College of Business/Premier
Education Group case, taking into consideration other risk factors.

Spencerian College - Attorney General of Kentucky, Louisville & Lexington

Summary of Issues:
The Attorney General of Kentucky has filed a lawsuit claiming that Spencerian

College violated the Kentucky Consumer Protection Act, by providing unfair, false,
misleading and deceptive information to consumers about job placement rates,
graduation success and Spencerian operations in general. Specifically the complaint
alleges discrepancies between placement rates reported to ACICS and those
advertised by Spencerian. (2013)

April 2016 Status:
Litigation continues to be in the discovery stage. Spencerian College has submitted

answers to Interrogatories and well over 100,000 documents in response to
requests. Counsel for the College and the AG’s Office continue discuss certain
discovery issues with respect to the applicability of FERPA regulations to certain
documents/data requested. The FERPA issues have been narrowed, and
notifications have been sent to Spencerian graduates. There remain, however,
additional discovery issues with FERPA implications which have not been resolved.

December 2016 Status:

In its letter dated November 28t to Mr. William’s request for information on
November 22nd, the institution asserts its resolve to defend the lawsuit and to deny
the claims that it violated Consumer Protection laws. The communication was
similar to the report previcusly submitted to ACICS concerning the information
provided to the AG and the discovery stages of the litigation.

April 2017 Status:
The institution reported that there are no updates and the litigation against them is

still in the discovery stage despite submitting over 100,000 documents in response
to the Requests for Production of Documents filed by the Kentucky Attorney
General.



August 2017 Status:
The campus stated that they have received no additional information or updates

from the court.

December 2017 Status:

No follow up information has been received from the institution. However, ACICS
received information from ABHES that the institution updated initial accreditation
at its November 2017 meeting,

Conclusion: ARIG will continue to monitor the Spencerian College case, pending
receipt of their formal notice of withdrawal.

5. Brightwood College - KGNS, Laredo, TX

Summary of [ssues:
On July 24, 2017, news media cutlet, KGNS reported in the form of a television news

segment and an online article that Brightwood College’s Laredo, Texas campus
defrauded students and had a former employee and student attest to this in an
interview. The former employee worked for campus in 2014 - 2015 when it was
called Kaplan College and vacated his position prior to Kaplan College’s change of
ownership to Brightwood College. The segment and article also mentions a former
student named Leticia who made claims that the campus did not help her find a job
and stated that she is not working in her field credential. The campus responded by
stating that they comply with state requirements and provide performance
information to incoming students, along with providing documentation to the Texas
Workforce Commission, and claims to the contrary are without merit.

Conclusion:

Following the review of the institution’s response, it was determined that the media
outlet failed to identify critical information about the student “Leticia” and the lack
of assistance received from the institution in obtaining a job. Signed documentation
was also provided to evidence Leticia was on a maternity placement waiver at the
time of her graduation. The case has been closed.

External Information Under Additional Review:

1. California University of Management and Sciences - Former Staff Lawsuit,
Anaheim, CA - Renewal of accreditation review took place in the winter 2017 cycle
with 13 findings identified between the main campus in California and the branch in
Virginia. The campus was placed on compliance warning and currently has 5
remaining findings.

In September 2017, the institution’s president, Dr. David Park, informed ACICS that the
BPPE had formally filed an Accusation against the institution to which it was



responding. Soon thereafter, after speaking with BPPE Agent, Karen Johnson about the
Accusation, an onsite review was facilitated by Ms. Michelle Edwards, ACICS President,
and Dr. Judee Timm, ACICS Commissioner. The team’s report, which had no findings, is
being added as a supplement to the institution’s outstanding compliance warning
action for its renewal of accreditation review. The Accusation will be reviewed in court

in January, as shared by Ms. Johnson.

Appendix A

Summary of On-site Evaluations Initiated by ARIG in Fall 2017

School Visit Stari
ID Institution Name Visit Location Date Reason for Visit Current Status
Cnsite investigation following
California University of receipt of formal Accusation Compliance Warning
00021311 | Management and Sciences | Anaheim, CA 10.10.17 | from BPPE as a result of RA
Council-directed because of a
show-cause directive for Institution withdrew
failing to host the team in its accreditation the
00240224 | PCCTI Healthcare QOakbrook, IL 09.06.17 | Spring 2017, day before the visit.
Quality assurance review in
lieu of a full renewal due the
Branford Hall Career campus'’s planned 2018
00012823 | Institute Windsor, CT 10.02.17 | closure.
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PROGRAMS OFFERED BY
STRATFORD UNIVERSITY

FALLS CHURCH, VA

Enroll:
CREDENTIAL APPROVED PROGRAM Full-time/
EARNED ACICS CREDENTIAL TITLE Part-time
Bachelor's Degree Bachelor's Degree Accounting 2/11
Master's Depree Master's Degree Accounting 3/4
Academic Associate's Degree Academic Associate's Degree Business Administration 4/19
Master's Degree Master's Degree Business Administration 15/16
Bachelor's Degree Bachelor's Degree Business Administration 13/31
Certificate Certificate Certificate of Advanced Business N/A

Research

Certificate Certificate I(aiigtiilizzt;]?tt]‘lgc:vanced Studies in 6
Certificate Certificate gs:;irt;i;t: Rié?l?t\;z?]f:j Studies in 4
Certificate Certificate E:gggi?lte of Advanced Technology N/A
Bachelor's Degree Bachelor's Degree Culinary Management N/A
Master's Depree Master's Degree Cyber Security 11/6
Doctoral Degree Doctoral Degree Doctor of Business Adiministration 1
Doctoral Degree Doctoral Degree Doctor of Information Technology 2
Master's Degree Master's Degree Enterprise Business Management N/A
Master's Degree Master's Degree Entrepreneurial Management 0/1
Bachelor's Degree Bachelor's Degree Health Information Management 2/13
Bachelor's Degree Bachelor's Degree Health Sciences 11/43
Bachelor's Degree Bachelor's Degree Healthcare Administration 18/48
Master's Degree Master's Degree Healthcare Administration 9/3
Bachelor's Degree Bachelor's Degree Hospitalily Management /19
Academic Associate's Degree Academic Associate's Degree Hotel and Restaurant Management 1/9
Master's Degree Master's Degree Information Systems 21/9
Bachelor's Degree Bachelor's Degree Information Technology 11/20
Master's Degree Master's Degree International Hospitality Management 0/5
Master's Degree Master's Degree glgl‘:;?;it;?rzﬂofaswr of Business 6/6
Master's Degree Master's Degree ﬁiﬁg;ﬁ;;ﬁ;;ﬂ&fﬂer Security 0/1




VER. May 1, 2017 ACICS SPECIAL VISIT REPORT Page 3 of 8
Master's Degree Master's Degree Master of Science in Digital Forensics N/A
Academic Associate’s Degree Academic Associate's Degree Medical Assisling 3/11
Diploma Diploma Medical Assisting N/A
Academic Associate's Degree Academic Associate's Degree Medical Insurance Billing and Coding 1/74
Academic Associate's Degree Academic Associate's Degree Network Management and Security 0/6
Master's Degree Master's Degree Networking and Telecoammunications 5/5
Bachelor's Degree Bachelor's Degree Nursing 33/67
Bachelor's Degree Bachelor's Degree Nursing {Accelerated) 0/1
Academic Associate's Degree Academic Associate's Degree Pharmacy Technician 0/3
Master's Degree Master's Degree Software Engineering 6/6
Diploma Diploma Stratford Language Institute 7
TOTAL 632
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disputes have slowed the process with both parties filing motions to compel. There
was an original trial date set for October 10 - 17, 2016 but that had to be
rescheduled as a result of the August 25, 2016 hearing during which the Court
extended the discovery process. A status conference has been set for January 18,
2017 at which time the Court will evaluate the progress made to determine the need
for continued discovery or to set a trial date. Finally, the Judge who considered the
case on August 25 has since announced his retirement and a new judge has not yet
been appointed.

April 2017 Status:

According to the update provided by American National University, the case is still
in the discovery phase. The institution reported that at the January 18, 2017 status
conference, additional discovery issues were discussed and an additional status
conference was scheduled for May 31, 2017. A new judge was appointed to fill the
vacancy which will be created by the August 2017 retirement of the current judge
hearing the case. The necessity for the new judge to update themselves on the
litigation will possibly delay the proceedings. The institution anticipates the trial
date to be set in early to mid-2018.

August 2017 Status:

According to the update provided by American National University, the case is still
in the discovery phase of the litigation and an extended deadline for discovery is not
September 1, 2017. The parties are negotiating scheduling of additional depositions
but the institution anticipates that there will be no further extensions of the
discovery deadline; the trial is currently set for January 8, 2018. A hearing was held
on July 19, 2017 to consider several pre-trial motions. One motion was granted with
the effect of limiting damages and three others are pending the court’s decision.

December 2017 Status:

According to the update provided by American National University, the case is
scheduled for trial from January 8, 2018 - January 19, 2018. The institution noted
that the Court has determined that the AG is not entitled to a jury trial in the matter
so that it would be only be heard by the judge. Several additional motions are
pending, including partial summary judgment which, if granted, would further alter
the shape of the litigation at trial.

April 2018:

A summary of the proceedings along with a copy of the Court’s decision was

submitted to ACICS. The institution made note of the following conclusions by the

Court concerning the allegations made by the AG:

1. Disclosed and published graduate Employment rates instead of job placement
rates (with an explanation) was misleading and a violation of the Kentucky
Consumer Protection Act (KCPA) but not willful or arising to the standard of
inexcusable carelessness.



2. Use of outdated employment rates on its website was false and accordingly a
violation of the KCPA but again, not willful or arising to the standard of
inexcusable carelessness.

The Court determined that for the two findings above, the College HAD committed a
willful viclation and every day that the employment rates were on the website
constituted a separate violation - totaling 1148 violations. Instead of the ruling in
the AG's favor for the MAXIMUM penalty per violation ($2000), the Court assessed a
$20/violation instead totally $22960.

The institution had not yet made the decision to move the Court to reconsider its
findings or appeal the Court’s decision and will provide an update to ACICS as socon
as it was available to share.

Conclusion: Continued monitoring of this matter. The corporation has a number of
institutions accredited by ACICS, one of which (in Salem) recently withdrew its
accreditation after successful transition to DEAC. Further, this institution (four
campuses in KY) is currently under consideration by ABHES at its May 2018
meeting.

A number of SA show-cause directives have been taken or are recommended for a
number of campuses. Financial review actions or discussions will also be noted as
part of the monitoring process.

Harris College of Business/Premiere Education Group - NY Times, Linwood, N]

Summary of Issue:
News media reports from February 2014 described litigation filed against Harris

College of Business by former employees contending that school officials “routinely
misled students about their career prospects, and falsified records to enroll them
and keep them enrolled.” The complaint is an amended version of a qui tam / False
Claims Act lawsuit brought by the same individuals in 2011 but undisclosed
publicly. After formal investigations, both Federal and State prosecutors declined to
prosecute the allegations under federal and state whistle blower statutes. The
individuals then decided to pursue litigation through civil action, which prompted
the public disclosure and coverage by the news media. (2014)

April 2016 Status:
Harris School of Business continues to contest the appeal of the former favorable

court decision by the state of New Jersey. One of the key issues will be argued in
front of the New Jersey Supreme Court in April. The institution noted that the state
Department of Justice had declined to intervene in the matter after reviewing the
allegations and numerous documents.






misleading and deceptive information to consumers about job placement rates,
graduation success and Spencerian operations in general. Specifically, the complaint
alleges discrepancies hetween placement rates reported to ACICS and those
advertised by Spencerian. (2013)

Conclusion: The institution withdrew its ACICS accreditation on December 12,
2017. The matter is closed.
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for any of the required clements (Section 3-1-111) The institution submitted a current
Plan as a revision to the 2013-2014 Plan provided to the team during the visit. The
ongoing expectation of ACICS 1s that the CEP 15 evaluated at least annually and that it
remains current; with a 2013-2014 Plan, it is evident that the institution has not
maintained this expectation. Further, the current plan doces include bascline data and goals
for each outcome, how the data will be used to assess each outcome, and an explanation
of how the data will be used to improve the educational processes; but it does not include
any analysis of previous performance and its correlation to tuture educational goals.
Further, the institution did not provide any documentation that the CEP has been fully
implemented, that specific activities have been implemented, or that periodic progress
reports were completed at least twice during the past academic year (Section 3-1-112),
Further, while the plan does list the names and titles of the CEP planning committee, no
meeting minutes were provided with signatures and dates, nor was there any explanation
of the specific duties of each committee member.

Emphasis is not placed upon the efficiency and effectiveness of the overall administration
of the institution (Scctions 3-1-202 and 3-1-202(a)). In response to the finding, the
institution submitted narrative attempting to explain why students were enrolled in a 300-
level course during the visit in June 2017, when they had received a show-cause directive
in April 2017 that specified all academic activitics related to a bachelor’s degree must
cease. While some institutional narrative accepted blame for the error, other sections of
the narrative blamed former ACICS employees for the error. The team report specifically
mentioned concern with the integrity of Ms. Shazia Ilvas, associate dean of academic and
student affairs, yvet the institution did not provide any type of employee evaluation or job
assessment for her Further, the institution submitted an organizational chart with a
number of vacant positions labeled as “To Be Announced” with no indication as to when
the positions would be filled or by whom. Finally, the institution submitted a job posting
on Indeed com for an admissions representative dated July 7. 2017, with no evidence
anyone had actually been interviewed, hired, and/or trained.

There 1s no evidence that the institution has implemented appropriate grievance
procedures for considering student complaints (Section 3-1-202(d)). During the visit,
students interviewed stated they never received an institutional catalog and, therefore,
knew nothing about institutional grievance policies. The institution submitted
documentation of a flyer announcing how students can download the institutional
catalog: a 2017-2018 school catalog with gricvance policies on pages 44-48: a blank
gricvance form (to be completed by a school representative): a copy of a letter trom Mr.
Fvice president and chief operating officer, to all students and staff
avbout the institutional grievance policy and student complaints; minutes from a Student
Suceess & Retention committee, which addressed institutional grievance policies; a job
posting for a new admissions representative; and a blank Code of Conduct form to be
completed by all admissions department personnel. However, the Student Success &
Retention committee meeting minutes did not include signatures of attendees; no
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0.

documentation was provided that any new admissions staff has been hired: and no
documentation was provided that any existing or newly-hired admissions personnel has
completed and signed the Code of Conduct for all admissions personnel.

Admissions policies are not being followed as written (Section 3-1-411). As previously
mentioned, students interviewed during the team visit stated they never received an
institutional catalog, and they also never attended a new student orientation. In its
responsce, the institution submitted a copy of a blank enreollment agreement that has been
revised to reflect students’ acknowledgement of institutional policies and procedures. The
institution also stated the former admissions director 1s being transitioned out of his
current role, and also provided a schedule of upcoming ortentation sessions for both
degree and certificate students. While all submissions reflect what is to be done in the
future, no documentation was provided to indicate any implementation of the changes.

The institution does not provide evidence that 1t systematically monitors and evaluates its
recruitment activities (Section 3-1-412(a)). Again. the institution responded that the
current admissions director is being transitioned out of the department, but no evidence of
a new admissions director was provided. Further, the institution did not submit a plan for
the systematic monitoring of recruitment activities other than a suggestion (in narrative)
that the newly hired director of admissions will conduct such training,

There 1s no evidence that the individual designated to administer student financial aid is
competent to serve in that role (Section 3-1-434(a)). In response to this finding, the
institution submitted a campus bulletin, naming Dr. ||| :; the new on-site
financial aid representative. However, the institution did not submit a signed job
description for Dr. | an updated ACICS Data Sheet, any type of written
correspondence from a school administrator to all students and staft with the news of Dr.
B rcsponsibilities, or evidence of his completed training.

Emplovment assistance and career service advisement are not provided for all students
(Section 3-1-441). The institution responded that they will be recruiting an advising and
carccer services representative who will be responsible for employnient assistance to both
degree and certificate students. However, no evidence was submitted of a new hire with a
signed job description, ACICS Data Sheet, or résumé.

Follow-up studies on graduate satisfaction are not conducted at specific measuring points
following placement of the graduate (Section 3-1-441(c)) The institution submitted a
copy of a blank alumni survey and a blank employer survey with a plan as to how they
will utilize the surveys in the future. However, no completed surveys were included in the
submission with any type of analysis or summary of survey results.

The institution does not provide sutticient evidence to document attendance at faculty
meetings (Section 3-1-344). The institution provided minutes with signatures for one
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meeting since the team visit. The title on the signature sheet of the meeting was “NWSC
Staft Meeting Sign-In”" The meeting was conducted on June 28, 2017, and lasted for 15
minutes. A careful review of meeting minutes revealed that no meeting items were
dedicated to academics or curriculum.

The institution does not provide student achievement information to the public (Section
3-1-704 and Appendix C). The institution responded that all public information about the
college can be found within the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES)
website. However, the institution further explained that due to a “lag™ in NCES posting of
data, there was no data listed for the institution on this website in all actuality. The
institution predicted this would be remedied at some point in 2017 or 2018, Further,
while the institution has added a new link to their own website entitled Student
Achievement Information, only programmatic retention and graduation rates for the
allied health certificate programs are displayed. No information is listed for the
associate’s degree program in biology, and there are no placement statistics listed for any
of the four institutional programs. Further, the information that is provided does not
match the retention rates reported on the 2016 Campus Accountability Report (CAR).

The institution does not have a professionally trained individual to manage the library
resources (Section 3-4-401). [n the responsc to the finding, the institution submitted a
copy of a signed agreement, dated June 19, 2017 between the institution’s president, Dr
M. T. AliNiazee, and The Virtual Librarian Service. The consultant for the Virtual

Librarian Service, as named in the agreement, is Dr. ' whose
signature is on the contract. The agreement states that Dr. and her

professional librarians will develop appropriate and adequate library resources for the
academic programs, provide library reference service, be responsible for written
accreditation reports regarding the library, and provide asynchronous seven-day library
reference service by e-mail, or web meetings, to all students, administrators, and staft
The institution’s response explained that the Virtual Library Services will be attainable
by students 24 hours a day, 7 days a week through a Moodle interface, to which every

student has access. The institution did not provide a signed job description, an ACICS
data sheet, résumé, or acadeniic transcripts for Dr. “01' any other of
the aforementioned professional librarians. Morcover, because the proposed library
services are provided through an online-only format, the institution still does not have a

professionally trained individual on site who 1s assigned to oversee and supervise the
library and to assist students.

Additionally, the Council also considered a substantive complaint received from the institution’s
former librarian, the institution’s response to the complaint, and additional information received
from other institutional representatives. Allegations of misrepresentation of the bachelor’s degree
program offcerings to students and ACICS, mishandling of refunds, and inappropriate disclosures,
among others, were not sufficiently refuted by the institution but rather affirmed by other
representatives who independently contacted ACICS.



Dr. Mohammed AliNiazee
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Council Action

Therefore, the Council acted to withdraw the institution’s accreditation by suspension. In
addition to the institution’s failure to demonstrate ongoing compliance with the Accreditation
C'riteria, the Council considered its blatant disregard for the Council’s directive and subsequent
questionable ethics in reporting 1ts compliance as it relates to the bachelor’s degree programs,
and its inability to satistactorily refute the substantive allegations 1dentified by the former
librarian.

The institution has the right to appeal this decision to the Review Board of Appeals. The Council
must be notified, in writing, within ten (10) business days of receipt of this notice if the
institution desires to appeal this decision to the Review Board. The appeal notification must
include payment in the amount of $10,000. The Council’s decision is final if the appeal notice
and appropriate fee are not provided within the ten business days of vour receipt of this notice. If
the institution clects to appeal this action to the Review Board and remits the appropriate fee by
the established deadline, then the institution will remain accredited through the length of the
appeal, and more detailed appeal procedures and information will be forwarded to the institution.

If the institution elects not to appeal this action, the institution must submit any comments
regarding this decision to the Council office within two weceks of the date of this letter Should
the institution choose to submit any comments, these comments will be included in the summary
detailing the reasons for the Council’s decision that will be made available to the U.S. Secretary
of Education, the appropriate State licensing or authorizing agency, and the public through
WWW Acics org.

Institutional Teach-Out Plan

Further, to ensure that students will receive an appropriate outcome in the event of campus
closure, the campus must provide the Council with an Institutional Teach-out Plan, utilizing the
online Request for Institutional Teach-out Plan application in the Member Center. This
Institutional Teach-out Plan must be completed as part of the institution’s intent to appeal the
withdrawal by suspension action.

The Council expects that the institution will take the appropriate steps to assist 1ts students
through any transition to successtully complete their programs in an orderly manner. The
institution is advised that Section 2-3-900 of the ACICS Accreditation Criteria stipulates that the
Council may bar any person or entity from being an owner or sentor manager of an ACICS-
accredited institution 1f that person or entity was an owner or manager of an institution that loses
its accreditation as a result of a denial or suspension action or that closes without providing a
teach-out or refunds to students matriculated at that time of closure.
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175 W. 93" St., apt. 16]
New York, NY 10025
212.865.1780

|@ gmail.com

September 14, 2017

Michelle Edwards

President

ACICS

750 First Street NE

Suite 98()

Washington, DC 20002-4223

Dear President Edwards:

[ am pleased to learn that ACICS will apply for Department of Education Recognition As A
National Accreditor.

[ have served on several ACICS site evaluation teams over the years, primarily as the General
Education and ESI. tcam cvaluator. A review of your tiles would contirm my past discussions
with members of the executive staff about ways in which the Standards applying 1o General
Education and ESL might be reworked.

[ would likc to work with ACICS in a revision of these standards. As the attached resume
indicates. | have broad faculty and senior administrative experience at a variety of non-degree
granting and degree granting postsecondary institutions, at state postsecondary policy agencies,
and on both regional and national accreditation teams,

Please contact me if [ might serve in some capacity that would assist in moving ACICS forward.

Sincerely,

Carolyn Prager, Ph.D.
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {lan Edit)

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability,
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its
accountability requirements. In addition, as a procedural
measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the Council
will identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with
the primary role of verifying reported institutional data.

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the
“Probation” action within the current Council Action
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be
ordered when the institution bas consistently
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an
institution may remain on this status in line with its
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title Il, Chapter
3, Introduction.

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that
each institution must have a documented process for
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions
or recruitment practices is communicating current and
accurate information about the institution and its
operations. The proposed change will require the
institution to maintain documentation of its review and
aversight measures of its admissions and recruitment
personnel.

Reject {explanation required},

Explanation

Unannounced visits are detrimental to the integrity
of the institution and ACICS as a whole. ACICS
should give an institution a 24-hour notice prior to
their arrival. What can be gained in 24-hours is
something to the institution’s pride. The difference
between surprising an institution and announcing in
advance only 24-hours will show both the institution
of the serious of the visit and would not look as if
ACICS is only out to kind any little offence to justify
their existence. Compliance is a way to ensure that
procedures are being followed. An unannounced
visit demonstrates little faith in the institution's
ability to perform let alone comply. | can only
assume that the US Department of Education also
performs unannounced visits to all accrediting
bodies in the same manner as to seek if they are in
compliance.

Modify (explanation needed),

Explanation

Does the Council has special insight to regional
community resources as to prescribe exceptions to
the variety of activities performed by a particular
institution. In South Florida the import Export
industry accounts for over 20% of all businesses.
Since Iimport Export is regional in nature how can
ACICS or for that matter any other accrediting body
justify that this field is not in high demand as that of
a Medical Assistant, or Administrative Assistant, or
of a Front Desk Manager in a Hotel. The institution
should be allowed some latitude in the community
resources they have at their disposition. This
includes language and diversity.

Accept as written

134 7181
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September 2015 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment {lan Edit) SurveyMonkey
Accept as written

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of
student achievement data. The proposal requires that
information related to student achievement must be
disclased at the campus level (and not at the institution-
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides
its retention, placement, and licensure exam pass rates.

Modify (explanation needed),

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which  Explanation ) )
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of Because ofthe. large amount of foreigners in the US
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a that have received a college degree elsewhere. A

succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the third-party should evaluate the credentials of these
Accreditation Criteria. individuals to ensure they have the same amount of

preparation as US instructor teaching a given course.
An instructor having a Masters in Health
Management from a university in Argentina should
be able to teach a course in Macroeconomics if they
have taken 9 hours of Economics during their
undergraduate studies.

Accept as written

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its
current procedures for appealing a debarment action, The
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity,
elther in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a
debarment order and determine the terms and length of
that debarment following the appeal.

Accept as written

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language

related to the admissions requirements for professianal
master’s degree programs which lead to certification or
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a
master’s degree without a baccalaureate degree, the
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate
degree priar to completion or concurrently with the award
of the master’s degree. The baccalaureate degree is often
not required for a professional master’s degree by
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances.

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee (SRAC)

13571861
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Faculty,

For what role would you like to make a nomination? Please provide full name, contact email and phone
number, and short explanation.

!ac!e!ars o! Science in Tec!nlcal Management !

Regis University, Denver, CO / December 1986
Masters in Business Administration / St. Thomas
University, Miami, FL / Becember 1991 Boctor in
Business Administration / Humboldt International
University, Miami, FL / Estimate Graduation
December 2016, Part-Time: Student Service Director
@ New Professions Technical Institute (NPTI),
Miami, FL Part-Time: Director of Administration @
Humboldt Internatianal University, Miami, FL
Retired Military, Chief Instructor for import & Export
Program at NPTisince 1996, Over 20 years in the
International Business industry.

136 /161

















































































































































































April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call [or Comment

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the
“Probation” action within the current Council Action
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may he
ordered when the institution has consistently
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be
ordered following a show-cause directive orif the
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an
institution may remain on this status in line with its
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title Il, Chapter
3, Introduction.

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that
each institution must have a documented process for
ensuring that any person ar entity engaged in admissions
or recruitment practices is communicating current and
accurate information about the institution and its
operations. The proposed change will require the
institution to maintain documentation of its review and
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment
personnel.

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of
student achievement data. The proposal requires that
information related to student achievement must he
disclosed at the campus level {and not at the institution-
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides
its retention, placement, and licensure exam pass rates,

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the
Accreditation Criteria.

SurveyMonkey

Accept as written

Modify (explanation needed),

Explanation

i know that ACICS does not want to get into the
business in verifying individual state reporting
requirements, which include public postings.
Consequently, | think some language needs to be
included that explains that the required ACICS
documentation excludes individual state reporting
requirements.

Accept as written

Modify (explanation needed),

Explanation

For those institutions that offer degree programs
where most of their students are on F-1 VISAS or are
fram foreign countries, the graduates return to their
home countries and are often never heard from
again. Because of the economic situation in their
home countries they may be underemployed based
on their degree. Since a lot of this section is in
response to repayment of student financial aid
which foreign students do not receive, | suggest that
this section be bifurcated into foreign and domestic
placement definitions.
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call [or Comment

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability,
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its
accountability requirements.

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the
“Probation” action within the current Council Action
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be
ordered when the institution has consistently
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The

Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an

institution may remain on this status in line with its
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title I, Chapter
3, Introduction.

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that
each institution must bave a documented process for
ensuring that any person ar entity engaged in admissions
or recruitment practices is communicating current and
accurate information about the institution and its
operations. The proposed change will require the
institution to maintain documentation of its review and
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment
personnel.

SurveyMonkey

Modify (explanation required),

Explanation

The proposed mechanism for monitoring or
evaluating this standard, i.e. having a member of the
site visit team do this evaluation is unclear. Is this
individual a new team member, or does this
responsibitity lie with a current member such as the
SR or Chair position? What guidelines will be
established to review this data? Not sure this type
of review is feasible beyond what is already being
done. For example calls are made to verify
placement but the system is already flawed by the
process and not sure how this wouid change or
whether it would move to a separate evaluator.
Need more explanation of exactly how this would
work, which other reviews would be moved to the
new evaluator. Would there he sufficient time ta
train individuals on how to approach the
implementation and evaluation of the new standard
at the campus tevel prior to July 17

Accept as written

Accept as written

20/115
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call [or Comment SurveyMonkey
Accept as written

Prohation Standards: The Council proposes to include the
“Probation” action within the current Council Action
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be
ordered when the institution has consistently
demonstrated that it is unabie to operate within the
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be
ordered following a show-cause directive orif the
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an
institution may remain on this status in line with its
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title I, Chapter
3, Introduction.

Modify (explanation needed),

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that ~ Explanation

each institution must have a documented process for The instruction is to vague. What does Council mean
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions by "documented process™? How is a school to

or recruitment practices is communicating current and document that admission personnel communicated
accurate information about the institution and its current and accurate information to satisfy Council’s
operations. The proposed change will require the directive?

institution to maintain documentation of its review and

oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment

personnel,

Accept as written

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council
proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of
student achievement data. The proposal requires that
information related to student achievement must be
disclosed at the campus level {and not at the institution-
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides
its retention, placement, and licensure exam pass rates.

Accept as written

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the
Accreditation Criteria.

Accept as written

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity,
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the
Council will make a final decision on whether to issuea
debarment order and determine the terms and length of
that deharment following the appeal.

36 /115



















































































































































April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment SurveyMonkey

criteria mentions program OBJECTIVE, but this is
different from program description. What
specifically is meant by program description. When
you leave something open to interpretation, it is
playground for the lawyers. » The skills learned in
any program are voluminous. Each course in each
program could have anywhere from 5-10-15 "skills”.
There would be no way to list all of these skills, even
in a program description. 2. "A majority of these
skills must be documented in the employer's job
description” « When you use the word "majority"”
that has a very specific LEGAL definition, one more
than half. Did we really want to put the schools in a
position of proving that in a particular job a graduate
is using more than 50% of the skills learned in the
program. i know this sounds silly to you and me, but
this language opens attorneys up to this very
interpretation and the schools would have to defend
it. » These skills must be documented in the
employer's job description. So, now the institution
must keep a copy of the job description and it must
list those skills. First, I've seen very few job
description written like that. Second, this standard
requires A job description. Many small local
businesses (particularly in WV where | operate)
don't have formal job descriptions and if they do,
they certainly are not going to have the detail of a
skills listing. Again, you are boxing the schools in
when it really isn't necessary. This language exposes
the institution to a multitude of attacks from
attorneys due to the language as written. When |
tatked with [l suggested that the second
sentence be removed all together and the first
sentence be modified to read something like
”....placed based upon the use of the core skills
contained in the area of concentration in the
student's program”. The criteria already defines
"area of concentration” which are the core skills to
which [llwas referring and which was the intent of
the language. We also don't need to get into a
"numbers game” with the words “majority” and
"predominate”. If you require the job to include the
skills in the core area of concentration then
everyone knows what those are because you have to
list them when you develop your curriculum in your
new and revised program applications. As a former
commissioner (and an attorney myself), i
understand the delicate balance in trying to use
language to explain a concept. In this case, the
institutions have been unnecessarily placed in a
situation of having to defend very specific language
which is not necessary, in my opinion, to protect the
integrity of the standard. ! am respectfully
requesting the Council revisit this language and
modify it.
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that
each institution must have a documented process for
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions
or recruitment practices is communicating current and
accurate information about the institution and its
operations. The proposed change will require the
institution to maintain documentation of its review and
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment
personnel.

SurveyMonkey

Modify {explanation needed),

Explanation

We respectfully request the Council to delay
implementation of the proposed Recruitment
Activities Review until January 2017. The proposed
effective date of July 1, 2016 provides institutions
with insufficient time to properly document that
“any person” (i.e., every person) engaged in
admissions or recruitment practices is
communicating current and accurate information
regarding courses and programs, student
achievement disclosures, services, tuition, terms,
and operating policies, as well as documentation of
review and oversight measures of their admissions
and recruitment personnel. To properly implement
this, institutions need ample time to develop
documents that cover each of these six areas and
demonstrate each and every admissions or
recruitment representative has received proper
training as well as evidence of subsequent review
and oversight measures. in large, multi-campus
institutions such as ours, this affects many, many
personnel and will require extensive time to create,
document, and implement for each admissions and
recruitment representative. in addition, we reguest
that ACICS issue the planned recruitment activities
best practices guide In advance of the effective date
of the proposed Recrultment Actlvities Review. As
stated in the Memorandum to the Field, the Council
intends to conduct research and survey institutions
on their practices and will then issue a best practices
guide. We very much look forward to a best practices
guide on this topic so we may enhance our
procedures and also to ensure compliance with this
new comprehensive documentation requirement. We
thank the Council in advance for planning to create
such a valuable resource to its member institutions.
If institutions create documents and processes
surrounding use of those documents prior to the
issuance of the best practices guide, they are less
likely to implement this effectively or in accordance
with best practices. Also, once institutions establish
documents and related processes, they are reluctant
to revise them soon thereafter. Therefore, if the best
practices guide is issued after the effective date of
this change, institutions may have additional hurdles
to revise their relatively new documents and related
implementation processes. Conversely, the
opportunity to build documents and processes to
implement use of such documents based on ACICS’s
best practices guide will provide institutions with
direction and a solid foundation, which in turn, will
meet both the language and spirit of this new
regquirement.
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Modify {explanation needed},

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council Explanation

proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of We request that ACICS publish on its website an
student achievement data. The proposal requires that official definition of the retention rate and the
information related to student achievement must be licensure exam pass rate well in advance of the
disclosed at the campus level {and not at the institution-  €ffective date of the Institutional Performance
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides  Disclosure, July 1, 2016. Currently, ACICS provides
its retention, placement, and licensure exam pass rates. an official definition of placement at

http://www.acics.org/accreditation/content.aspx?
id=6425. This has been an excellent resource for
institutions, particularly as an accurate and
complete explanation of the ACICS placement rates
that the U.S. Department of Education requires
institutions to publish in Gainful Employment
Disclosures. The U.S. Department of Education has
found some institutions to have inaccurately or
insufficiently explained their student outcomes
definitions and calculations, resulting in allegations
of misrepresentation. This is a poor reflection on
both those institutions and on their accrediting
agencies. In some cases, these instances may have
been unintentional. If ACICS provides clear and
official definitions of retention and licensure exam
pass rates (similar to the ACICS definition of
placement), institutions can reference those
definitions in this new institutional Performance
Disclosure requirement. Without such definitions,
there could be allegations of misrepresentation,
given some institutions may unintentionally not
disclose or insufficiently disclose a definition of
retention or licensure exam pass rates. With such
definitions, institutions may confidently provide
complete and accurate definitions in addition to the
actual rates. Prospective and current students, the
public, and other regulatory agencies will be better
eguipped to understand the rates and make
decisions based upon them. Additionally,
institutions and ACICS will be better able to
demonstrate to the U.S. Department of Education
et. al. that we are committed to complete and
accurate disclosure.
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Modify (explanation needed),

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which  Explanation

institutions must comply regarding the calculation of We request that 'A'CIC'S incorporate'th.? full o
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a placement definition in the Accreditation Criteria.
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the Though we acknowledge there are benefits to
Accreditation Criteria. brevity, we believe the need for clarity and

consistency in regards to the placement definition is
paramount. The praposed placement definition has
resulted in undue confusion by many institutions, as
demonstrated by the many questions posed during
the April ACICS AWARE webinar and the more than
600 registrants for the April Data Integrity &
Placement Q&A Session webinar. The full placement
definition is currently published in the 2015 CAR
Guidelines and Instructions. It is quite
comprehensive and though lengthy, merits inclusion
in the Glossary in its entirety: ACICS applies the
following Definition of Placement to outcomes
reported by member institutions: sPlaced based
upon job tities: Any graduate or completer of a
program that was placed based upon job titles
included in the list of job titles published by the
institution for which the program prepares students.
These job titles must be those published by the
institution on its web site in compliance with USDCE
Title tV regulations and must be identified in the
Department’s CiP-to-SOC Crosswalk (Standard
Occupational Classification, U.S. Department of
Labor) with the Classification of Instructional
Programs {CIP) code of this program. OR +Placed
based upon the required use of skills: Any graduate
or completer of a program that was placed based
upon the required use of skills learned in the
student’s program as a predominant component of
the job. These skills must be those listed in the
institution’s published program description and a
majority of these skills must be documented in the
employer’s job description as required or desired
skills, duties or responsibilities. OR »Placed based
upon the bencfit of the training: Any graduate or
completer of a program that was placed based upon
the benefit of the training received from the
program in obtaining a new position or maintaining a
current position, supporting promotion or improving
job related skills. We are concerned that a brief or
differently worded definition in the Glossary of the
Criteria will result in misunderstandings and
misinterpretation of the placement definition.
institutions need to demonstrate their placements
comply with the ACICS definition and clarity for all
member institutions is imperative to bolster proper
application of the Criteria and demonstrate the
integrity of our data.
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Modify {explanation needed),

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that  Explanation

each institution must have a documented process for We respectfully request the Council to delay
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions  IMmplementation of the proposed Recruitment

or recruitment practices is communicating current and Activities Review until January 2017. The proposed
accurate information about the institution and its effective date of July 1, 2016 provides institutions
operations. The proposed change will require the with insufficient time to properly document that
institution to maintain documentation of its review and “a")’_ pt?rson” (e, every person).eng-flged in
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment admissions or recruitment practices is

personnel. communicating current and accurate information

regarding courses and programs, student
achievement disclosures, services, tuition, terms,
and operating policies, as well as documentation of
review and oversight measures of their admissions
and recruitment personnel. To properly implement
this, institutions need ample time to develop
documents that cover each of these six areas and
demonstrate each and every admissions or
recruitment representative has received proper
training as well as evidence of subsequent review
and oversight measures. in large, multi-campus
institutions such as ours, this affects many, many
personnel and will require extensive time to create,
document, and implement for each admissions and
recruitment representative. in addition, we request
that ACICS issue the planned recruitment activities
best practices guide In advance of the effective date
of the proposed Recrultment Actlvities Review. As
stated in the Memorandum to the Field, the Council
intends to conduct research and survey institutions
on their practices and will then issue a best practices
guide. We very much look forward to a best practices
guide on this topic so we may enhance our
procedures and also to ensure compliance with this
new comprehensive documentation requirement. We
thank the Council in advance for planning to create
such a valuable resource to its member institutions.
If institutions create documents and processes
surrounding use of those documents prior to the
issuance of the best practices guide, they are less
likely to implement this effectively or in accordance
with best practices. Also, once institutions establish
documents and related processes, they are reluctant
to revise them soon thereafter. Therefore, if the best
practices guide is issued after the effective date of
this change, institutions may have additional hurdles
to revise their relatively new documents and related
implementation processes. Conversely, the
opportunity to build documents and processes to
implement use of such documents based on ACICS’s
best practices guide will provide institutions with
direction and a solid foundation, which in turn, will
meet both the language and spirit of this new
requirement.
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Modify {explanation needed},

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council Explanation

proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of We request that ACICS publish on its website an
student achievement data. The proposal requires that official definition of the retention rate and the
information related to student achievement must be licensure exam pass rate well in advance of the
disclosed at the campus level {and not at the institution-  €ffective date of the Institutional Performance
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides  Disclosure, July 1, 2016. Currently, ACICS provides
its retention, placement, and licensure exam pass rates. an official definition of placement at

http://www.acics.org/accreditation/content.aspx?
id=6425. This has been an excellent resource for
institutions, particularly as an accurate and
complete explanation of the ACICS placement rates
that the U.S. Department of Education requires
institutions to publish in Gainful Employment
Disclosures. The U.S. Department of Education has
found some institutions to have inaccurately or
insufficiently explained their student outcomes
definitions and calculations, resulting in allegations
of misrepresentation. This is a poor reflection on
both those institutions and on their accrediting
agencies. In some cases, these instances may have
been unintentional. If ACICS provides clear and
official definitions of retention and licensure exam
pass rates (similar to the ACICS definition of
placement), institutions can reference those
definitions in this new institutional Performance
Disclosure requirement. Without such definitions,
there could be allegations of misrepresentation,
given some institutions may unintentionally not
disclose or insufficiently disclose a definition of
retention or licensure exam pass rates. With such
definitions, institutions may confidently provide
complete and accurate definitions in addition to the
actual rates. Prospective and current students, the
public, and other regulatory agencies will be better
eguipped to understand the rates and make
decisions based upon them. Additionally,
institutions and ACICS will be better able to
demonstrate to the U.S. Department of Education
et. al. that we are committed to compiete and
accurate disclosure.
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Modify (explanation needed),

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which  Explanation

institutions must comply regarding the calculation of We request that 'A'CIC'S incorporate'th.? full o
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a placement definition in the Accreditation Criteria.
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the Though we acknowledge there are benefits to
Accreditation Criteria. brevity, we believe the need for clarity and

consistency in regards to the placement definition is
paramount. The praposed placement definition has
resulted in undue confusion by many institutions, as
demonstrated by the many questions posed during
the April ACICS AWARE webinar and the more than
600 registrants for the April Data integrity &
Placement Q&A Session webinar. The full placement
definition is currently published in the 2015 CAR
Guidelines and Instructions. It is quite
comprehensive and though lengthy, merits inclusion
in the Glossary in its entirety: ACICS applies the
following Definition of Placement to outcomes
reported by member institutions: +Placed based
upon job tities: Any graduate or completer of a
program that was placed based upon job titles
included in the list of job titles published by the
institution for which the program prepares students.
These job titles must be those published by the
institution on its web site in compliance with USDCE
Title tV regulations and must be identified in the
Department’s CiP-to-SOC Crosswalk (Standard
Occupational Classification, U.S. Department of
Labor) with the Classification of Instructional
Programs {CIP) code of this program, OR +Placed
based upon the required use of skilis: Any graduate
or completer of a program that was placed based
upon the required use of skills learned in the
student’s program as a predominant component of
the job. These skills must be those listed in the
institution’s published program description and a
majority of these skills must be documented in the
employer’s job description as required or desired
skills, duties or responsibilities. OR »Placed based
upon the benefit of the training: Any graduate or
completer of a program that was pilaced based upon
the benefit of the training received from the
program in obtaining a new position or maintaining a
current position, supporting promotion or improving
job related skills. We are concerned that a brief or
differently worded definition in the Glossary of the
Criteria will result in misunderstandings and
misinterpretation of the placement definition.
institutions need to demonstrate their placements
comply with the ACICS definition and clarity for all
member institutions is imperative to bolster proper
application of the Criteria and demonstrate the
integrity of our data.
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Accept as written

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the
“Probation” action within the current Council Action
Pracess for non-compliant actions. Probation may be
ordered when the institution has consistently
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be
ordered following a show-cause directive orif the
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an
institution may remain on this status in line with its
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title ll, Chapter
3, Introduction,

Accept as written

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that
each institution must have a documented process for
ensuring that any person ar entity engaged in admissions
or recruitment practices is communicating current and
accurate information about the institution and its
operations. The proposed change will require the
institution to maintain documentation of its review and
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment
personnel.
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Modify (explanation needed),

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council Explanation

proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of We recommend that standard be modified to
student achievement data. The proposal requires that explicitly state which rates must be disclosed. The
information related to student achievement must be standard as written states that the rates must be at
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution- the campus level but does not state if the rates to
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides be disclosed are the overall campus rates, the rates
its retention, placement, and licensure exam pass rates. by program, or both. The inclusion of licensure pass

rates implies that the disclosures are to be at the
program level, but the standard is not clear. In
addition, we recommend that for licensure exam
pass rates, the standard explicitly state that it is for
those programs that are required to report the pass
rates to ACICS, i.e. those where
licensure/certification are required for employment.
In addition on a related note, we recommend that
the Council review the policy and formula it uses for
calculating licensure pass rates. This formula has
changed several times over the last few years and
the directions provided for last year’s CAR post
some concerns. First, the rate campuses were to
provide was a three year average of pass rate
percentages which can cause skewed results vs,
using raw data. Secondly, there was no way to
differentiate or provide additional notes for those
programs that did not yet have three years of pass
rates. We were instructed to use the averages of the
years that we did have, whether that was one, two or
three years. Again this creates cancerns about the
consistency in the rates being reported. Finally, for
many of these programs we are also required by
separate programmatic accreditors to calculate and
disclose pass rates. In most instances the cohort
periods, timeframes, and calculation differ from that
used in the ACICS calculation. This raises concerns
about having various; conflicting pass rates
disclosed which may confuse prospective students.

Modify (explanation needed),

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which  Explanation

institutions must comply regarding the calculation of Council staff has explained that this revision is not
placement rates. The Council now propases to include a intended to alter the current interpretation of -
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the Placement, however as written it appears that it
Accreditation Criteria. does which may cause confusion for campuses and

evaluators. Specifically the proposed definition does
not appear to account for the placement category of
“Skills Match” but only accounts for those that are
CIP to SOC direct title matches or by benefit
placements. We recommend that the definition be
altered to account for those skills match
placements.
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April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment

Definition of Academic Quality: The Council determined

that it was important to provide a clear definition of

academic quality within the Accreditation Criteria. The

proposed language was modified and expanded from
current language listed in an ACICS monograph. The

SurveyMonkey

Modify (explanation needed),

Explanation

To qualify for federal recognition, an accrediting
agency must demonstrate that its accredited
institutions have degree and certificate
requirements that “at least conform to commonly

Council also determined that it was important to place the ac::epted staf'ldards.” Many accreditors im-plement
ACICS statement of mission (currently placed under Title 1, this by ensuring that colleges conduct reviews of

Chapter 2, Introduction) under Title |, Chapter I of the every program, and that the reviews include outside
Accreditation Criteria. parties. For example, under a NEASC standard,

institutions must have a regular cycle of reviews of
academic programs that “includes evidence of
student success and program effectiveness and
incorporates an external perspective.” The
accreditor role is to, essentiatly, audit the school's
processes to make sure that the reviews are
happening, and that the external reviewers are
appropriate experts and truly independent. Some
accreditors check to ensure that the external
reviewers are examining the actual work that
students do: the papers, tests, and presentations
that are graded and revised as part of the learning
process. | have found no evidence that ACICS
expects this type of quality assurance from its
schools, nar that ACICS audits the rigor and
independence of the processes. Further, adding the
proposed definition of academic quality does not
repair the problem. Indeed, the components In the
definition are wholly inadequate: courae grades are
internal and therefore not reliable; retention rates
can be a sign of an engaging program, but they can
also be a sign of low standards {a diploma miil, after
all, has a graduation rate of 100 percent); placement
rates are notoriously unreliable: they are difficult to
monitor and easy to game (see question # 6};
satisfaction surveys administered by a college are
not a reliable measure of academic quality (as
research has shown, students can be happy w/o
learning: ignorance is bliss).

104 /115



April 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call [or Comment

Data Integrity Standard: The Council proposes a new
standard in order to provide explicit requirements for its
expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability,
and accuracy of data collected and submitted by
institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its
accountability requirements.

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the
“Probation” action within the current Council Action
Process for non-compliant actions. Probation may be
ordered when the institution bas consistently
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the
institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an
institution may remain on this status in line with its
maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title Il, Chapter
3, Introduction.

SurveyMonkey

Modify (explanation required),

Explanation

From the documentation | have seen of ACICS
campus reviews, the agency needs to dramatically
increase the resources it puts toward analyzing
institutions’ data and assertions. The visiting team
reports | have reviewed have reported that as few
has five or six phone calls are made to employers to
verify employment claims. The process appears
haphazard and unreliable. Furthermore, an
examination should not be limited to checking data
that a school submits to ACICS as part of the
accreditation process. For example, for years Wright
Career College has been submitting reports to the
IRS -- which are public and easily available -- that
raise questions about the institution’s integrity. In
checking Wright management’s claims to being a
nanprofit, ACICS should have reviewed those
documents.

Modify (explanation needed),

Explanation

Probation may be a reasonable addition, but most
important is to bave standards that are meaningful
and a review process that is effective in identifying
problems -- and also encouraging excellence, not
just “compliance.”
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Modify (explanation needed),

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council proposes that  Explanation

each institution must have a documented process for The current criterion starts well, with the
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions ~ admonition that “Recruiting shall be ethical.” But
ot recruitment practices is communicating current and the rest of the section on recruitment activities,
accurate information about the institution and its including the proposed edits, is focused not on
operations. The proposed change will require the ethically recruiting students, but instead on low-
institution to maintain documentation of its review and level legal compliance, and documenting that
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment “disclosures” and “information” were provided. in
personnel. terms of student understanding, the disclosure

documents are much less important than the
personal interaction between the prospective
student and the school representative. Yet the
narrow ACICS focus on disclosure documents means
that college recruiters can be unethical as long as
the evidence is not in the “documentation.” The
huge distance that ACICS needs to travel on this
issue is evident from part (d) of this standard, which
declares that “recruitment and enroliment
personnel may not be designated as counselors or
advisors,” The visiting team checklist {question
4.15) manitors this requirement by asking, “Are the
titles of recruitment and enrollment personnel
appropriate?” The job title is not the problem!
School representative should not be in all-out
“gelling” mode regardless of their titles. This
demonstrates a wrongheaded obsession with
technical compliance while actual ethical treatment
of students -- is ignored. To give schools an
incentive to be more ethical in providing information
to potential students, ACICS should launch a
shopper program to experience what happens to
real prospects. Schools should be called on anything
that is sleazy (ethics), not just on outright lies
{compliance). The test of ethical recruiting is not
what is in the written disciosures, but the timing and
content of what is communicated, and emphasized,
whether in writing, verbally or emotionalty.

Reject {explanation needed),

Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council Explanation

proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of The proposed disclaimer is inappropriate fora
student achievement data. The proposal requires that school to post. The school should stand by its data,
information related to student achievement must he offering whatever truthful caveats that are
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution-  aPpropriate. The disclaimer refers to verification by
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides ACICS, which is a different matter. As proposed, the
its retention, placement, and licensure exam pass rates. disclaimer seems to be a way for schools to escape

responsibility for their own data.
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Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a
succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the
Accreditation Criteria.

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its
current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity,
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. If the
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a
debarment order and determine the terms and length of
that debarment following the appeal.

SurveyMonkey

Modify (explanation needed),

Explanation

The proposed definition’s inclusion of students’
current jobs demonstrates the difficulty in using
strict placement rates as an accountability measure.
Placement rates are plagued by the judgment calls
about “in the field” and how much of a “benefit” is
enough to count. A more reliable measure of
whether a program has value to an employeris the
employer’s participation in supporting students in
the training programs. ACICS should adopt a new
standard that measures the extent to which each
program is financed by sources other than federat
and state grant and loan programs. The measure
would serve as a market indicator of value.

Modify (explanation needed),

Explanation

Part 2 of the Memorandum to the Field describes
changes in ACICS bylaws to create a method “by
which it reconciles conflicts of interest or perceived
breaches of integrity.” It calls for a three-person
committee, of which two are public members, to
opine on ethics questions. ACICS needs to make
much more significant changes in its governance in
order to be a trusted and ethical accreditor, The
Memorandum's proposal is based on a narrow
interpretation of a conflict of interest: the situation
in which a college owner influences specific
decisions about his or her own institution. The real
piroblem, however, Is that the entire accreditation
enterprise is a conflict of interest: owners of
institutions control the entity that determines the
standards and processes by which institutions are
judged. When serving as the gatekeeper for federal
aid it becomes a mutual enrichment society not a
quality assurance mechanism. For ACICS to have
independence and integrity, the Board of Directors
should be composed entirely of people without a
financial interest in an institution accredited by the
agency. Everyone should voluntarily resign and ask
the Secretary of Education to appoint a new board.
{l realize this is not item 7, but there was no item on
the questionnaire for this topic).
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Modify (explanation needed),

Probation Standards: The Council proposes to include the  Exptanation

“Probation” action within the current Council Action Comment 1. We suggest that ACICS include the
Process for nan-compliant actions. Probation may be words “of accreditation” to clarify 2-3-241. The
ordered when the institution has consistently suggested edits are listed in all caps below. 2-3-241.
demonstrated that it is unable to operate within the Imposition. Probation may be imposed by the
standards of the Accreditation Criteria. The action may be Council either following a show-cause directive, or
ordered following a show-cause directive or if the after an institution has notified the Council that it

institution is appealing a denial or withdrawal action. The ~ intends to appeal a denial OF ACCREDITATION or
Council also proposed to clarify the timeframe by which an Withdrawal OF ACCREDITATION action. EOmmE"tuQ'
institution may remain on this status in line with its We suggest that ACICS change the word "reasons” to

maximum timeframe procedures listed in Title Il, Chapter areas of noncompliance” in 2-3-243 to be
3, Introduction. consistent with your new wording used in 2-3-240.

The suggested edit is listed in all caps below. 2-3-
243. Probation Lifted. When the AREAS OF
NONCOMPLIANCE for the probation have been
satisfied, the probation may be lifted by ACICS (Sece
Title Wi, Chapter 3, Introduction). The Council may
order a special visit at the institution's expense
before lifting probation. The Council may order a
special visit at the institution’s expense hefore
lifting prohaticn

Madify (explanation needed),

Recruitment Activities Review: The Council propases that  Explanation

each institution must have a documented process for Comment 1. We suggest that ACICS clarify what is
ensuring that any person or entity engaged in admissions ~ Meant by Student Achievement disclosures in 3-1-
or recruitment practices is communicating current and 412(a)? Are you specifically referring to the ACICS
accurate information about the institution and its CAR data? Section 3-1-412(a): An institution shall
operations. The proposed change will require the have a documented process to ensure that any
institution to maintain documentation of its review and person or entity engaged in admissions or
oversight measures of its admissions and recruitment recruitment activities on its behalf is

personnel. communicating current and accurate information

regarding courses and programs, sfudent
achievement disclosures, services, tuition, terms,
and operating policies.
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Institutional Performance Disclosures: The Council

proposes fortifying its policy regarding public disclosure of

student achievement data. The proposal requires that
information related to student achievement must he
disclosed at the campus level (and not at the institution-
wide level) and that, at a minimum, the campus provides
its retention, placement, and licensure exam pass rates.

Placement Definition: The Council has guidelines in which
institutions must comply regarding the calculation of
placement rates. The Council now proposes to include a

succinct definition of placement within the Glossary of the

Accreditation Criteria.

SurveyMonkey

Moadify (explanation needed),

Explanation

Comment 1. We suggest revisions to the
Performance Information Disclosure. The suggested
edits are listed below in all caps. Performance
Information Disclosure “The student achievement
rates for retention, placement, and/or licensure
examination disclosed above are provided for
information purposes only. They are based on data
submitted ANNUALLY to ACICS in folfillment of
CAMPUS accountability REPORTING requirements
but have not been 100% verified or tested for
complete accuracy BY ACICS. Students should give
the information appropriate weight in making an
enrollment decision.” Comment 2. ACICS should be
aware that institutions will need to include in the
new ACICS Institutional Performance Disclosure the
specific ACICS calculations for retention, placement
and graduation. Therefore, if ACICS changes any of
their calculation methods, it is imperative member
institutions be notified so the Institutional
Performance disclosure can be updated. It is
important that institutions include these calcutation
formulas in their disclosures because many
institutions are often required to report other rates
for this same data {retention, placement,
graduation, licensure pass rate) as required by
Federal Agencies, State Agencies, Programmatic
Accreditors, Boards of Nursing, etc. These agencies
have their own required calculation formulas for this
data. Including the calculation formulas helps to
inform the pubtic on how the rates were calculated,
ACICS may want to consider providing exact
language on what institutions should list on their
disclosure as the calculation formulas for retention,
placement, graduation rate and licensure pass rates.
Comment 3. We suggest that the Finat CAR Reports
generated through the ACICS CAR system be
updated for the next CAR reporting period to
include the new disclosure language {once
approved) as many institutions will be uploading
these reports as their evidence of compliance.
Posting the ACICS Final CAR Reports on the school
website was a best practice recommended on the
recent ACICS webinar.

Accept as written
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Modify (explanation needed),

Debarment Policy: The Council proposes to revise its Explanation

current procedures for appealing a debarment action. The Comment 1. We suggest that the ACICS change the
proposal will clarify that an individual or entity that word “individual(s)” to “person(s) or entity" to be
receives an intent to bar notice will have one opportunity, consistent with your wording used throughout 2-3-
either in writing or in person, to appeal that notice. Ifthe 900 The suggested edit is listed in all caps below. A
individual or entity chooses to appeal the notice, the debarment order may be issued by the Councilas a
Council will make a final decision on whether to issue a result of its consideration of the facts presented.

debarment order and determine the terms and length of ~ The Council’s decision will be sent to the PERSON(S)
that debarment following the appeal. OR ENTITY by electronic and certified mail following

their challenge appeat before the Council.

Accept as written

Admissions Requirements for Professional Master's Degree
Programs: The Council proposes to clarify language

related to the admissions requirements far professional
master’s degree programs which lead to certification or
licensure following graduation. Currently, the Council
requires that, if an institution admits a student into a
master’s degree without a baccalaureate degree, the
student must complete the requirement of a baccalaureate
degree prior to completion or concurrently with the award
of the master’s degree. The baccalaureate degree is often
not required for a professional master’s degree by
specialized accrediting agencies; therefore, the Council has
clarified the standard to allow for these circumstances.

Page 3: Systematic Review Advisory Committee {(SRAC)

Employer,

For what role would you like to make a nomination? Please provide full name, contact email and phone

number, and short explanation.
I . i sevoral

student and employer candidates to ||| NGzNB
B o viousty. if you need any of this

information resubmitted, please contact |
ﬁ or [N
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Accept as written

Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness
Plan (CEP}. The changes include the addition of “Appendix
K,” which will detail the guidelines and requirements for
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two
mote important new measurements, namely, the program-
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional
cohort default rate.

Accept as written

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the
standards related to student achievement and the Campus
Accountability Report (CAR) in “Appendix L” of the
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the
current student achievement rates and the applicable
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and
programs that are not meeting acceptable student
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the
Council more clearly defines the paint at which a particular
action will be taken, including the issuance of an adverse
action, a probation order, a compliance warning, or
reporting and restrictions against a campus or program.
The Council also proposes revising language in
corresponding sections of the Criterla, such as student
achievement review and Council actions at the program-
level.

Accept as written

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council
proposes that all institutions who participate Iin the Title IV
program must submit its compliance audit along with its
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS
will review these audits and incorporate this information,
as appropriate, into its current procedures for possible
action or further at-risk review.

Accept as written

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance
and protectien. The Council proposes updating the
language on record protection and requiring institutions to
determine an appropriate records maintenance and
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition,
the Council proposes more clearly defining student
records, specifically relative ta admissions and advisement
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid
records.
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Accept as written

Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness
Plan (CEP}. The changes include the addition of “Appendix
K,” which will detail the guidelines and requirements for
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two
more important new measurements, namely, the program-
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional
cohort default rate.

Accept as written

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the
standards related to student achievement and the Campus
Accountability Report (CAR) in “Appendix L” of the
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the
current student achievement rates and the applicable
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and
programs that are not meeting acceptable student
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the
Council more clearly defines the paint at which a particular
action will be taken, including the issuance of an adverse
action, a probation order, a compliance warning, or
reporting and restrictions against a campus or program.
The Council also proposes revising language in
corresponding sections of the Criterla, such as student
achievement review and Council actions at the program-
level.

Accept as written

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council
proposes that all institutions who participate Iin the Title IV
program must submit its compliance audit along with its
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS
will review these audits and incorporate this information,
as appropriate, into its current procedures for passible
action or further at-risk review.

Accept as written

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance
and protectien. The Council proposes updating the
language on record protection and requiring institutions to
determine an appropriate records maintenance and
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition,
the Council proposes more clearly defining student
records, specifically relative ta admissions and advisement
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid
records.
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Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of “Appendix
K,” which will detail the guidelines and requirements for
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two
more important new measurements, namely, the program-
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional
cohort default rate.

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the
standards related to student achievement and the Campus
Accountability Report (CAR) in “Appendix L” of the
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the
current student achievement rates and the applicable
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and
programs that are not meeting acceptable student
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular
action will be taken, including the issuance of an adverse
action, a probation order, a compliance warning, or
reporting and restrictions against a campus or program.
The Council also proposes revising language in
corresponding sections of the Criteria, such as student
achievement review and Council actions at the program-
level.

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council
proposes that all Institutions who participate in the Title IV
program must submit its compliance audit along with its
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS
will review these audits and incorporate this information,
as appropriate, into its current procedures for possible
action or further at-risk review.

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance
and protection. The Council proposes updating the
language on record protection and requiring institutions to
determine an appropriate records maintenance and
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition,
the Council proposes more clearly defining student
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid
records.

SurveyMonkey

Accept as written

Modify (explanation needed),

Explanation

i would suggest when campuses submit data that we
submit not only by program but CIP code. As you
know, many of aur schools reviewed their programs
for compliance with GE over the last 2 years and
updated CIP codes, however, kept the same name of
the program. Now those programs are implemented
with the same name as something that is being
taught out, the data will become muddied and not a
true picture of either program.

Accept as written

Accept as written
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Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of “Appendix
K,” which will detail the guidelines and requirements for
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two
more important new measurements, namely, the program-
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional
cohort default rate.

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the
standards related to student achievement and the Campus
Accountability Report (CAR) in “Appendix L” of the
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the
current student achievement rates and the applicable
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and
programs that are not meeting acceptable student
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular
action will be taken, including the issuance of an adverse
action, a probation order, a compliance warning, or
reporting and restrictions against a campus or program.
The Council also proposes revising language in
corresponding sections of the Criteria, such as student
achievement review and Council actions at the program-
level.

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV
program must submit its compliance audit along with its
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS
will review these audits and incorporate this information,
as appropriate, into its current procedures for possible
action or further at-risk review.

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance
and protection. The Council proposes updating the
language on record protection and requiring institutions to
determine an appropriate records maintenance and
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition,
the Council proposes more clearly defining student
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid
records.

SurveyMonkey

Accept as written

Modify (explanation needed),

Explanation

While | agree with the changes, schools should be
notified in advance of potential adverse actions and
have sufficient time to prepare for the changes. This
is a retroactive action that is unfair to the schools.
This should go into effect for the 2016/2017 CAR, not
the 2015/2016 CAR.

Accept as written

Madify (explanation needed),

Explanation

The Council shoutd clearly state that this is effective
as of a date certain. Schoel have not been required
to maintain admissions and advisement records in
the past, only the permanent academic record and
financial aid records (for five years).
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Accept as written

Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness
Plan (CEP}. The changes include the addition of “Appendix
K,” which will detail the guidelines and requirements for
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two
more important new measurements, namely, the program-
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional
cohort default rate.

Accept as written

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the
standards related to student achievement and the Campus
Accountability Report (CAR) in “Appendix L” of the
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the
current student achievement rates and the applicable
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and
programs that are not meeting acceptable student
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the
Council more clearly defines the paint at which a particular
action will be taken, including the issuance of an adverse
action, a probation order, a compliance warning, or
reporting and restrictions against a campus or program.
The Council also proposes revising language in
corresponding sections of the Criteria, such as student
achievement review and Council actions at the program-
level.

Accept as written

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council
proposes that all institutions who participate Iin the Title IV
program must submit its compliance audit along with its
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS
will review these audits and incorporate this information,
as appropriate, into its current procedures for passible
action or further at-risk review.

Accept as written

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance
and protectien. The Council proposes updating the
language on record protection and requiring institutions to
determine an appropriate records maintenance and
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition,
the Council proposes more clearly defining student
records, specifically relative ta admissions and advisement
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid
records.
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Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The
Council proposes changes to library and instructional
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the
resources lead to academic success and include research
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional online
library services that provide further access to students.
However, the Council continues to recognize the
importance of on ground students having a physical space
to access information.

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying
the requirement that faculty may not teach more than
three preparations in different fields at any given time for
the nondegree credential level.

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes
revising the reguirement that the accreditation workshop
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the
visit) rather than 18 manths prior to the submission of the
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more
recent revisions and updates for their renewal of
accreditation visit.

Admissions, Transfer Credit, and Catalog Disclosures: The
Council proposes to revise a numbper of items related to
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that
foreign transcripts of international students are validated
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes
of admissions or transfer of credit. In addition, institutions
may only accept transfer credits from accredited
institutions that are recognized by the U.5. Department of
Education or by their respective governments.
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts
and agreements, including articulation agreements must
be disclosed in the institutional catalog.

Externship Definition: The Council proposes clarifying the
requirement that the externship course must be
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the
arrangement between the institution and the externship
site.

SurveyMonkey

Modify (explanation needed),

Explanation
Based upon being a residential or fully online
program.

Reject (explanation needed},

Explanation

This is totally dependent upon the programs. Many
different fields at the nondegree credential level
may have common classes. This is a decision that
should be left with the campus.

Accept as written

Modify (explanation needed),

Explanation

Articulation agreements and other such contracts
and agreements may occur within a few months of
the latest catalog being published thus do we wait
and publish in the next catalog. Or are you expecting
the school to update the catalog every day?

Explanation

There are other heneficial ways to supervise an
externship other than simply gualified facolty
members. It depends on the externship purpose and
all involved.
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Accept as written

Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness
Plan (CEP}. The changes include the addition of “Appendix
K,” which will detail the guidelines and requirements for
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two
morte important new measurements, namely, the program-
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional
cohort default rate.

Accept as written

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the
standards related to student achievement and the Campus
Accountability Report (CAR) in “Appendix L” of the
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the
current student achievement rates and the applicable
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and
programs that are not meeting acceptable student
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the
Council more clearly defines the paint at which a particular
action will be taken, including the issuance of an adverse
action, a probation order, a compliance warning, or
reporting and restrictions against a campus or program.
The Council also proposes revising language in
corresponding sections of the Criterla, such as student
achievement review and Council actions at the program-
level.

Accept as written

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV
program must submit its compliance audit along with its
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS
will review these audits and incorporate this information,
as appropriate, into its current procedures for possible
action or further at-risk review.

Accept as written

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance
and protecticn. The Council proposes updating the
language on record protection and requiring institutions to
determine an appropriate records maintenance and
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition,
the Council proposes more clearly defining student
records, specifically relative ta admissions and advisement
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid
records.
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Accept as written

Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of “Appendix
K,” which will detail the guidelines and requirements for
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two
mote important new measurements, namely, the program-
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional
cohort default rate.

Accept as written

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the
standards related to student achievement and the Campus
Accountability Report {CAR) in “Appendix L” of the
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the
current student achievement rates and the applicable
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and
programs that are not meeting acceptable student
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular
action will be taken, including the issuance of an adverse
action, a probation order, a compliance warning, or
reporting and restrictions against a campus or program.
The Council also proposes revising language in
corresponding sections of the Criteria, such as student
achievement review and Council actions at the program-
level.

Accept as written

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV
program must submit its compliance audit along with its
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS
will review these audits and incorporate this information,
as appropriate, into its current procedures for possible
action or further at-risk review.

Accept as written

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance
and protection. The Council proposes updating the
language on record protection and requiring institutions to
determine an appropriate records maintenance and
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition,
the Council propases mare clearly defining student
records, specifically relative ta admissions and advisement
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid
records.
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Accept as written

Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The
Council proposes changes to library and instructional
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the
resources lead to academic success and include research
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional online
library services that provide further access to students.
However, the Council continues to recognize the
importance of on ground students having a physical space
to access information.

Modify (explanation needed),

Faculty Field Preparation: The Council proposes clarifying Explanation

the requirement that faculty may not teach more than Three is too many. Two is my recommendation
three preparations in different fields at any given time for  ¥nless the instructor has taught more than three
the nondegree credential level. years.

Accept as written

Workshop Attendance Timeframe: The Council proposes
revising the requirement that the accreditation workshop
must be completed 18 months prior to the submission of
the evaluation visit materials (i.e. two weeks prior to the
visit) rather than 18 months prior to the submission of the
self-study. This will allow institutions to receive more
recent revisions and updates for their renewal of
accreditation visit.

Accept as written

Admissions, Transfer Credit, and Catalog Disclosures: The
Council proposes to revise a number of items related to
the admissions, transfer of credits, and disclosure
requirements in this area. Institutions must ensure that
foreign transcripts of international students are validated
for their equivalency to U.S. requirements for the purposes
of admissions ar transfer of credit. In addition, institutions
may anly accept transfer credits from accredited
institutions that are recognized by the U.S. Department of
Education or by their respective governments.
Furthermore, transfer of credit policies and all contracts
and agreements, including articulation agreements must
be disclosed in the institutional catalog.

Accept as written

Externship Cefinition: The Council proposes clarifying the
requirement that the externship course must be
supervised by a qualified faculty member and that a
written agreement shall be developed that outlines the
arrangement between the institution and the externship
site.
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Accept as written

Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness
Plan {CEP). The changes include the addition of “Appendix
K,” which will detail the guidelines and requirements for
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two
more important new measurements, namely, the program-
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional
cohort default rate.

Modify (explanation needed),

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines - Explanation

Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the i understand that the proposed language suggests
standards related to student achievement and the Campus that these are guidelines for Council actions.
Accountability Report (CAR) in “Appendix L” of the However, the world can be more complicated than
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the these seemingly-rigid guidelines imply. | certainly
current student achievement rates and the applicable cannot anticipate all the scenarios in which the rigid
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and language of the proposal would produce an
programs that are not meeting acceptable student application inconsistent with the intent of the
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the proposal. But | think that the Council should

Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular COI"IS?dE!’ E).{plicitly_ identifying that it will take into
action will be taken, including the issuance of an adverse ~ consideration the impact of small cohorts and

action, a probation order, a compliance warning, or related-program results. Let me offer two examples,
reporting and restrictions against a campus or program. both of which occur in part due to small numbers
The Council also proposes revising language in and the ability to seamlessiy switch between
corresponding sections of the Criteria, such as student programs. #1: In most program areas, we offer a
achievement review and Council actions at the program-  diploma option that Is a subset of the assoclate
level. degree program (all diploma courses transfer into

the degree}, and students have little pressure to
choose one until the end of the diploma portion.
However, they are not “stackable” in the sense that
one does not automatically receive a diploma after
taking all diptoma courses. For example, all
accounting students—diploma and degree—all start
their programs together and take all courses in the
first 8 months together as a cohort. For each
student, there can be one of four outcomes: » The
student withdraws in [ess than 8 months. « At the
end of 8 months, some students decide to stop,
receive a diploma, and enter the placement pool
{because they are eager to work, do not want more
debt, and/or are weaker students who may not last
another 8 months). « At that 8-month point, other
students decide to continue for 8 months, at the end
of which 16-month program they will receive a
degree—but not a diploma—and enter the placement
pool. + The small number of students who make it
through more than 8 months but less than 16 months
are awarded a diploma at the point they withdraw
{as they have met all of the diploma program
requirements) and they enter the placement pool.
Most of our students in many states initially enrollin
the degree program so they may be eligible for state
grants. However, the ability to switch so easily
hetween the deoree and dinlnma nntinnc can create
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e et A et e AATEe g EAfEETaA e st ae Ariare arE aeei
different distortions in one or more of the programs
in any given year. Here is a typical example: We
could start a group of 13-14 in the accounting degree
program and none in the diploma program starting
at the same time. After 8 or more months, 1-2
weaker ones could graduate with a diptoma and 0-of-
1 or 1-0f-2 may find employment in the field. After 16
months, 10 stronger ones could graduate with a
degree and all 10 may find employment in the field.
The overall placement rate is over 30%, but the
diploma program shows a 0% or 50% placement rate
and the degree program shows a 100% placement
rate. A variation of this example is if only one
accounting student elects to start in the diploma
program and no one else switches into it. if that
student withdraws, we show 0% retention and
graduation rates. #2: Most prospective students
interested in working in legal environments believe
they want to work as paralegals. Qur long experience
suggests that many do not have the academic ability
and/or preparation to become employable
paralegals, but they do have the ability to become
very functional legat administrative assistants.
Thus, before we accept students interested in the 16-
month paralegal degree program, we administer a
placement test. If prospective students do not
perform well enough on that placement test, we
accept them into their second choice, which is
essentially always the 16-month legal administrative
degree program. The 10-month legal secretarial
diploma program usually doesn’t attract too many
students at the start. We tell these students that the
first six months of all three programs are identical
and they all will take those courses as a single
cohort; if, through six months, legal administrative
students demonstrate strong academic performance
and/or paralegal students demonstrate weak
academic performance, we allow or encourage
students to switch between the two programs. What
can result sometimes is a perfect storm for attrition
in the legal administrative degree program. First,
the weaker students originally were in that program,
so there may already have been some attrition.
Second, the portion of the legal administrative
students who hoped to move into Paralegal but were
unsuccessful may be disappointed, which can tead
to attrition. Third, any students who performed so
poorly that they were moved from paralegal to legal
administrative in our hopes to get them through a
program often can be embarrassed or disappointed;
that also can lead to attrition. As a result, overall
retention/graduation rates for the three related
programs in this area often can be quite acceptable,
but the paralegal degree retention/graduation rate
can appear high and the legal administrative degree
retention/graduation rate can appear low.
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Accept as written

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV
program must submit its compliance audit along with its
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS
will review these audits and incorporate this information,
as appropriate, into its current procedures for possible
action or further at-risk review.

Accept as written

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance
and protection. The Council proposes updating the
language on record protection and requiring institutions to
determine an appropriate records maintenance and
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition,
the Council proposes more clearly defining student
records, specifically relative to admissions and advisement
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid
records.

Accept as written

Library, Instructional Resources, and Technology: The
Council proposes changes to library and instructional
equipment that require all institutions to ensure that the
resources lead to academic success and include research
needs, as appropriate. In addition, the language
acknowledges that there are increasingly additional online
library services that provide further access to students.
However, the Councll continues to recognize the
importance of on ground students having a physical apace
to access information.
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Accept as written

Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council has
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness
Plan (CEP}. The changes include the addition of “Appendix
K,” which will detail the guidelines and requirements for
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two
morte important new measurements, namely, the program-
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional
cohort default rate.

Accept as written

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the
standards related to student achievement and the Campus
Accountability Report (CAR) in “Appendix L” of the
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the
current student achievement rates and the applicable
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and
programs that are not meeting acceptable student
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the
Council more clearly defines the paint at which a particular
action will be taken, including the issuance of an adverse
action, a probation order, a compliance warning, or
reporting and restrictions against a campus or program.
The Council also proposes revising language in
corresponding sections of the Criterla, such as student
achievement review and Council actions at the program-
level.

Accept as written

Requirement for Title IV Compliance Audit: The Council
proposes that all institutions who participate in the Title IV
program must submit its compliance audit along with its
submission of the Annual Financial Report (AFR). ACICS
will review these audits and incorporate this information,
as appropriate, into its current procedures for possible
action or further at-risk review.

Accept as written

Basic Records: The Council proposes to clarify the
language and definitions surrounding record maintenance
and protecticn. The Council proposes updating the
language on record protection and requiring institutions to
determine an appropriate records maintenance and
retention policy and comply with that policy. In addition,
the Council proposes more clearly defining student
records, specifically relative ta admissions and advisement
records, the permanent academic record, and financial aid
records.
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Campus Effectiveness Plan - Appendix K: The Council bas
proposed a series of revisions to the Campus Effectiveness
Plan (CEP). The changes include the addition of “Appendix
K,” which will detail the guidelines and requirements for
the CEP, including all evaluation elements and monitoring
processes. In addition, the Council proposes adding two
more important new measurements, namely, the program-
and campus-level graduation rate, and the institutional
cohort default rate.

Campus Accountability Procedures and Guidelines -
Appendix L: The Council proposes to include all of the
standards related to student achievement and the Campus
Accountability Report {(CAR) in “Appendix L” of the
Accreditation Criteria. The new Appendix includes the
current student achievement rates and the applicable
monitoring statuses and actions for campuses and
programs that are not meeting acceptable student
achievement indicators. In the proposed language, the
Council more clearly defines the point at which a particular
action will be taken, including the issuance of an adverse
action, a probation order, a compliance warning, or
reporting and restrictions against a campus or program.
The Council also proposes revising language in
corresponding sections of the Criteria, such as student
achievement review and Council actions at the program-
level.

SurveyMonkey

Reject {explanation needed),

Explanation

i. INTRODUCTION On September 16, 2016, ACICS
issued a Memorandum to the Field proposing to
make certain changes to its Accreditation Criteria,
Among the changes proposed are the following: «
Elimination of the directive to show cause and
replacement with probation. » Permitting ACICS to
take “immediate adverse action” (withdrawal by
suspension or termination of a program) without a
bearing prior to the action. « Application of the new
provisions retroactive to the 2013 reporting year.
Serious problems exist with these proposed
provisions as explained In detail below. Il ANALYSIS
A, As Proposed, ACICS Would Be Able to Take
Adverse Action Against an Institution Without
Required Due Process The proposed new language
appears to permit ACICS to take immediate adverse
action against an institution without the benefit of
notice to the institution and an opportunity for the
institution to respond before taking such action
against an institution in violation of federal
recognition regulations. As an accrediting agency
recognized by ED to be a “reliable authority as to
the quality of education or training offered for the
purposes of [Title IV],” ACICS is subject to federal
law that compels it to establisb and apply review
procedures that “comply with due process.” 20
U.S.C. § 1099b{a){6). ED bas detailed directly in 34
C.F.R. § 602.25 what those procedures require to
comport with due process but other reguiations also
address due process requirements. See, e.g., 34
C.F.R. §§ 602.18, 602.20, & 602.23. These regulations
require that accrediting agencies ensure consistency
in decision-making, progressive compliance
procedures, and publication of the standards and
procedures it uses to determine whether to take any
adverse action regarding accreditation. Id. ACICS’s
Bylaws and Criteria reflect these federal
requirements and specifically require the Council to
“provide mechanisms for appeals and dispute
resolution to ensure due process in resolution of
conflicts between members and the Council.” ACICS
Bylaws, Article Ill, Section 2{d). The Bylaws,

morenver remusire that all Criteria that Cnoncil
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September 2016 Memorandum to the Field Call for Comment SurveyMonkey
e e g et e ot A mnn ke fen e seAn rarans raren
promulgates “ensure that institutions are provided a
fair and reasonable opportunity to present reasons
why deniat, suspension, withdrawal, or other finat
actions taken by the Council are inappropriate and
should be remanded for further consideration.”
Article VII, Section 2. These Bylaws, undoubtedly,
stem from federal recognition regulations, which
dictate the process accrediting agencies must
provide to its member institutions prior to taking
adverse action against them. An “adverse action™
includes, but is not limited to the denial, withdrawal,
suspension, revocation, or termination of
accrediting action “or any comparable accrediting
action an agency may take against an institution or
program.” 34 C.F.R. § 602.3. Federal recognition
regulations require that before ACICS takes any
adverse action against an institution it must 1) notify
the institution of any deficiencies it has identified;
and 2) give the institution an opportunity to respond
in writing to the alleged deficiencies within a
designated timeframe. The relevant regulation
reads: The agency must demonstrate that the
procedures it uses throughout the accrediting
process satisfy due process. The agency meets this
requirement if the agency does the following: *** (d)
Provides sufficient opportunity for a written
response by an institution or program regarding any
deficiencies identified by the agency, to be
considered by the agency within a timeframe
determined by the agency, and before any adverse
action is taken. (e) Notifies the institution or
program in writing of any adverse accrediting action
or an action to place the institution or program on
probation or show cause. The notice describes the
basis for the action. (f) Provides an opportunity,
upon written request of an institution or program,
for the institution or program to appeat any adverse
action prior to the action becoming final. 34 C.F.R. §
602.25(d)-{f) {emphasis added)}. However, ACICS
appears to be proposing in Appendix L to permit it
to take adverse action against an institution that
does not meet certain student achievement rates
before giving institutions the notice and opportunity
to respond required by 34 C.F.R. § 602.25,
Specifically, Appendix L states that current CAR
submissions of institutions that show student
achievement rates below 50% will be subject to
probation or an “adverse action.” The following
year, the proposed Appendix L would make all
institutions with achievement rates below 50%
subject to adverse action without the probation
option. While the Appendix refers to the right for
institutions to appeal adverse decisions to a Review
Board, nothing in the proposed language states that
these institutions would be provided with prior
notice and a hearing under Criteria § 2-3-500. Plainly
stated, if ACICS suggests that it may deny, withdraw,
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suspend, revoke, or terminate an institution’s
accreditation or take comparable action because of
student achievement rates not meeting a certain
threshold, it will be in direct violation of 34 C.F.R. §
602.25(d). While 34 C.F.R. § 602.20{a){1} permits an
institution to “immediately initiate™ an adverse
action against an institution, the provision does not
give ACICS license to immediately take adverse
action against an institution. This distinction is
critical. Section 602.25(d} unequivocally requires
agencies to provide institutions with a right to
respond to allegations about deficiencies before an
adverse action is “taken;” but section 602.20{a){1)
permits an agency onty to immediately “initiate” an
adverse action, which would necessarily include
providing an institution with both prior notice and
an opportunity to respond before such action is
actualty “taken.” For these reasons, CSi respectfully
recommends that ACICS change its proposed
Appendix L only to permit the initiation of adverse
action against an institution not meeting certain
student achievement rates, but not to take such
action until ACICS provides the institution with an
opportunity to respond and be afforded a hearing
pursuant to Criteria § 2-3-500. B. The Proposed
Criteria Changes Would Permit ACICS to Impose
Penalties to Institutions Retroactively and in
Contradiction of Due Process and Contractual Rights
of Inatitutions The new Student Achievement
standards In proposed Appendix L would become
effective for the 2013 reporting year. September 16,
2016 at 17. Data submitted for the 2013 reporting
year was submitted by institutions in 2014 -- 2 years
ago. Accordingly, ACICS proposes to subject
institutions to standards for past years’
performance when they had no way of predicting
these substantial changes. This reach-back
apptication is fundamentally unfair because it
imposes a condition upon institutions of which it had
no notice and, thus, is impermissibly retroactive.
Courts have considered when a provision is
retroactive in effect. For example, the U.S. Supreme
Court has stated that in cases where a provision
“impair rights a party possessed when he acted,
increase a party’s liability for past conduct, or
impose new duties with respect to transactions
already completed,” the provision is impermissibly
retroactive. See Landgraf v. USI Film Prods., 511 U.S.
244, 280 {1994}. In this case, it is clear that
institutions could be subjected to adverse action
impairing their right to accreditation for rates that
were calculated for years in the past. Under these
circumstances, ACICS should make any changes to
the student achievement thresholds not effective
until the 2016-17 reporting year. lll. CONCLUSION
For all of the reasons stated above, CSi respectfully
encourages ACICS to change Appendix L to make it

rlpar that instititinns will bave the richt tn a
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April 2017 Memorandum to the Field Call [or Comment SurveyMonkey

Explanation
i don't disagree with the concept of this intention.

0. Integrity: The Council proposes to revise the language Remember that with large multi-campus

for the criterion regarding integrity of an institution to organizations {publicly traded) will have an

include capability of management. existence of management at the corporate level and
campus. Sometimes the capability at the campus
level may be sufficient but the corporate level has a
negative influence on their functional ability to
comply. | am aware of many great schools operating
in the shadow of potential management at a
corporate level which has negative compliance
potential. Does this criteria take into account all
lines of authority and management?

Explanation

For classification purposes | agree, don't forget the
P. Classification of “Centrally Controlled Institutions™ and influence the corporate executives authority they
“Distributed Enterprise”: The Cauncil proposes to pravide have outside of the institutional classification.
consistency within the Criteria regarding “Centrally
Cantrolled Institutions™ and “Distributed Enterprises.” The
revision of all instances of these terms will provide a
consistency in terminology related to classifications of
institutions.
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